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Continuous growth in the number of immigrant students has changed the Finnish school 
environment. The resulting multicultural school environment is new for both teachers and students. In 
order to develop multicultural learning environments, there is a need to understand immigrant 
students’ everyday lives in school. In this study, home economics is seen as a fruitful school subject 
area for understanding these immigrant students’ lives as they cope with school and home cultures that 
may be very different from each other. Home economics includes a great deal of knowledge and skills 
that immigrant students need during their everyday activities outside of school.  
The main aim of the study is to clarify the characteristics of multicultural home economics 
classroom practices and the multicultural contacts and interaction that take place between the students 
and the teacher. The study includes four parts. The first part, an ethnographical prestudy, aims to 
understand the challenges of multicultural schoolwork with the aid of ethnographical fieldwork done 
in one multicultural school. 
The second part outlines the theoretical frames of the study and focuses on the sociocultural 
approach. The third part of the study presents an analysis of videodata collected in a multicultural 
home economics classroom. The teacher’s and students’ interaction in the home economics classroom 
is analyzed through the concepts of the sociocultural approach and the cultural-historical activity 
theory. Firstly, this is done by analyzing the focusedness of the teacher’s and the students’ actions as 
well as the questions presented and apparent disturbances during classroom interaction. Secondly, the 
immigrant students’ everyday experiences and cultural background are examined as they appear 
during discussions in the home economics lessons. Thirdly, the teacher’s tool-use and actions as a 
human mediator are clarified during interaction in the classroom. 
The fourth part presents the results, according to which a practice-based approach in the 
multicultural classroom situation is a prerequisite for the teacher’s and the students’ shared object 
during classroom interaction. Also, the practice-based approach facilitates students’ understanding 
during teaching and learning situations. Practice in this study is understood as collaborative teaching 
and learning situations that include 1) guided activating learning, 2) establishing connections with 
students’ everyday lives and 3) multiple tool-use. Guided activating learning in the classroom is 
defined as situations that occur and assignments that are done with a knowledgeable adult or peer and 
include action. The teacher’s demonstrations during the practical part of the lessons seemed to be 
fruitful in the teaching and learning situations in the multicultural classroom. Establishing connections 
with students’ everyday lives motivated students to follow the lesson and supported understanding of 
meaning. Furthermore, if multiple tools (both psychological and material) were used, the students 
managed better with new and sometimes difficult concepts and different working habits, and 
accomplished the practical work more smoothly . The teacher’s tool-use and role as a mediator of 
meaning are also highlighted in the data analysis. Hopefully, this study can provide a seedbed for 
situations in which knowledge produced together, as well as horizontally oriented tool-use, can make 
school-learned knowledge more relevant to immigrant students’ everyday lives, and help students to 
better cope with both classroom work and outside activities.  
KEY WORDS: home economics education, multicultural education, sociocultural perspective, 




Maahanmuuttajien määrän jatkuva kasvu Suomessa on muuttanut koulukulttuuria monissa 
kouluissa. Monikulttuurinen kouluympäristö vaikuttaa kouluissa sekä oppilaiden että opettajien 
arkeen. Monikulttuuristen oppimisympäristöjen kehittäminen vaatii maahanmuuttajaoppilaiden 
arkielämän hahmottamista koulussa. Tässä tutkimuksessa peruskoulun kotitalousopetus nähdään 
oppiaineena, jonka avulla voidaan ymmärtää maahanmuuttajanuoren arkea ja sen haasteita joskus 
hyvin erilaisten koti- ja koulukulttuurien välimaastossa. Lisäksi kotitalousopetus sisältää runsaan 
määrän tietoja ja taitoja, joita maahanmuuttajanuori tarvitsee arkielämässään koulun ulkopuolella.  
Tutkimuksen päätavoite on ymmärtää monikulttuurisen kotitalousluokan vuorovaikutustilanteita, 
opettajan ja oppilaiden välisiä kohtaamisia sekä selvittää monikulttuurisen kotitalousluokan 
käytäntöjä. Tutkimus koostuu neljästä osasta. Ensimmäinen osa, etnografinen esitutkimus, rakentuu 
monikulttuurisessa koulussa tehdyn etnografisen kenttätyön ympärille. Esitutkimuksen tavoitteena on 
ymmärtää monikulttuurisen koulutyön haasteita.  
Toisessa osassa esitellään tutkimuksen teoreettinen viitekehys, jonka painopiste on 
sosiokulttuurisessa näkökulmassa. Tutkimuksen kolmannessa osassa esitellään monikulttuurisessa 
kotitalousluokassa kerätyn videoaineiston analyysi. Opettajan ja oppilaiden välisiä 
vuorovaikutustilanteita on analysoitu sosiokulttuurisen näkökulman ja kulttuuri-historiallisen 
toiminnan teorian käsitteiden avulla. Ensimmäiseksi on analysoitu opettajan ja oppilaiden tekojen 
suuntautumista sekä käyty läpi tunneilla esiintyneitä häiriöitä ja oppilaiden esittämiä kysymyksiä. 
Toiseksi on tarkasteltu maahanmuuttajaoppilaiden ja opettajan välisiä tuntikeskusteluja ja niissä 
esiintyviä asioita liittyen oppilaiden arkielämään ja kulttuuritaustaan. Kolmantena videoaineiston 
analyysissä on keskitytty opettajan käyttämiin välineisiin ja opettajan toimintaan merkitysten 
välittäjänä vuorovaikutustilanteiden aikana luokassa.  
Tutkimuksen neljännessä osassa esitellään tutkimustuloksia, joiden mukaan käytäntöpainotteinen 
näkökulma opetuksessa edesauttaa opettajan ja oppilaiden välisen yhteisen ymmärryksen syntymistä 
monikulttuurisessa luokassa. Lisäksi käytäntöpainotteinen näkökulma näyttää helpottavan oppilaan 
oivallusta opetus- ja oppimistilanteiden aikana. Käytäntöpainotteisuus ymmärretään tässä työssä 
yhteisenä opetus- ja oppimistilanteena, joka sisältää 1) ohjattua aktivoivaa oppimista, 2) opittavan 
asian liittämistä oppilaan arkielämään ja 3) sekä psykologisten että materiaalisten välineiden käyttöä. 
Ohjattu aktivoiva oppiminen määritellään tässä työssä oppimistilanteina tai oppimistehtävinä, jotka 
tehdään yhdessä osaavamman aikuisen tai oppilaan kanssa ja jotka sisältävät toimintaa. Tämän 
tutkimuksen mukaan opettajan pitämät demonstraatiot käytännön töiden aikana osoittautuivat 
hedelmällisiksi opetus- ja oppimistilanteiksi monikulttuurisessa luokassa. Myös oppilaiden arkielämän 
liittäminen oppisisältöihin motivoi oppilaita seuraamaan oppimistilanteita ja tukee merkityksen 
ymmärtämistä. Kun lisäksi käytettiin sekä psykologisia että materiaalisia välineitä, oppilaat pärjäsivät 
paremmin uusien vaikeidenkin käsitteiden ja työskentelytapojen kanssa jolloin käytännön työskentely 
osoittautui sujuvammaksi. Lisäksi videoanalyysin tuloksena opettajan rooli merkitysten välittäjänä 
korostui monikulttuurisessa luokassa. Toivottavasti tämä tutkimus tarjoaa ituja monikulttuurisiin 
opetus- ja oppimistilanteisiin, joissa yhdessä tuotettu tieto sekä horisontaalisesti orientoitunut 
välineiden käyttö auttavat maahanmuuttajaoppilasta näkemään paremmin koulussa opitun tiedon 
yhteyden omaan arkielämään ja siten auttavat häntä pärjäämään paremmin sekä koululuokassa että sen 
ulkopuolella. 
AVAINSANAT: kotitalousopetus, monikulttuurinen opetus, sosiokulttuurinen näkökulma, 
luokkahuonevuorovaikutus, videoanalyysi 
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Oi, onnellinen, joka herättää 
niitä voimia hyviä voisi! 
Oi, ihmiset toistanne ymmärtäkää, 
niin ette niin kovat oisi! 
Miks emme me kaikki yhtyä vois? 
Ja yksi jos murtuis, muut tukena ois. 
Oi, ihmiset toistanne suvaitkaa! 
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Foreignness is not a new phenomenon in society. People from different cultures have 
lived together for a long time. The interesting question is, is it possible to learn “foreignness” 
and is it possible to teach it to others? Also, who is foreign and who is not? (Kaikkonen, 2004, 
pp. 9–10.) In multicultural classrooms “foreignness”, or at least different behavior patterns, 
are part of the group dynamic and people there need to learn how to cope in various 
situations. The starting point of this study is to find ways to facilitate these encounters in 
classrooms. 
When cultures meet, adaptation is needed on both sides. Before the 1970s and 1980s, 
when the first refugees came to Finland, only a few historical minorities (such as Romas, 
Tatars, Jews and Russians) lived in Finland. Since the 1990s, when the immigrant population 
started to grow rapidly, immigrant students have had a great impact on the school system in 
Finland. Teachers have developed their teaching to answer the needs of immigrants with 
backgrounds in language and schooling. At the present time, new subjects (such as Finnish as 
a second language) and new teaching arrangements (including preparatory teaching for 
elementary school or vocational education) are being created. The school culture is becoming 
increasingly multicultural as the numbers of immigrant students and teachers with an 
immigrant background continue to grow. (Kosonen, 2001, p. 51; Jasinskaja-Lahti and 
Mähönen, 2009, p. 7.) 
The term immigrant student
1
 is not self evident. Many of the students with multicultural 
backgrounds in the Finnish schools were born in Finland and are Finnish citizens; yet they are 
still “labeled” as immigrants. As Löyttyjärvi (2009) wisely asks, who are the people that we 
call immigrants. She continues by asking whether it would be wise to let people define 
themselves without labels of religion, colour or nationality. Löyttyjärvi discusses the 
(immigrant) adolescents’ situation in Finland and explains that this “labeling” on the part of 
society may cause problems among adolescents building their self-images.  
This study focuses on interaction in multicultural
2
 home economics classrooms. The 
multicultural home economics classroom as a learning environment has not been studied 
much. It is a place where a variety of skills and conceptual tools meet each other. Immigrant 
students bring with them different ways of doing things and various ways of perceiving the 
world. The aim of this study is to explore the habits, communicating rules or cultural 
                                                 
1
 The immigrant students in this study have a multicultural background and they were not born in Finland. The 
term immigrant is possible to define as a person with a view to moving permanently from another country to 
Finland and the term immigrant student in this study means a student studying in a multicultural classroom with 
a view to moving permanently from another country to Finland. 
2 
The term culture is multilayered and hard to define. In this study the concepts culture and cultural are based on 
Biehler and Snowman (1997, p. 544) and relate to ways that people perceive the world, formulate beliefs, 
evaluate objects, ideas, and experiences, and behave. The term multicultural is connected to the school context 
and classrooms. This term is used to describe the various cultural backgrounds of the students. 
2 
 
practices that immigrant students bring with them educational interaction in a classroom. 
The teacher’s multicultural competence and communication skills also play a central role.  
In the everyday life of children and adolescents, especially in the school world, normality 
is more or less a self evident norm, which includes uniform ethnic assumption of Finnishness 
(Rastas, 2002, p.13). Students’ (sometimes different) home cultures and cultural habits are 
probably more evident in the home economics classroom than they are in the classroom of 
other subjects. During their interaction, home economics class students are forced to 
negotiate, discuss and settle various issues and in this way “open” themselves to others. This 
may not always be frictionless.  
Laaksonen (2007) underlines the importance of the teacher’s intercultural competence 
when working in a multicultural classroom; the teacher must be interculturally sensitive when 
facing children and young people from a foreign cultures. To encounter “the others” and to 
understand them is a challenging process for a teacher. According to Banks (1997), 
Hedegaard et al. (2001) and Hefflin (2003), in order to replace racial myths, stereotypes, and 
other lack of understanding, teachers need relevant knowledge about the cultural background 
of various ethnic groups and, thus, about their students’ lifeworlds and styles of social 
interaction, particularly as these differ from the dominant culture. With a better understanding 
of the nature and the bases of the different cultural behaviours in a classroom, teachers can 
design more culturally appropriate instruction and improve the quality of learning of 
immigrant students. 
The challenges of multicultural education in school are not easy for teachers to deal with 
(Pura & Mac Gilleon, 1999; Ting-Toomey, 1999; Talib, 1999; Biehler & Snowman, 1997; 
Banks, 1997; Cortes, 2001). Immigrants behave, think and believe differently from students 
of the dominant culture. As Banks (1997) points out, most educators cannot see the cultural 
biases and prejudices of their routine school behaviors without training. Only after 
understanding the motives behind cultural behaviors can teachers plan more culturally 
appropriate instructional actions and improve the quality of the learning of the immigrants. 
As Berry (1997), Räsänen (2002) and Brown (1995) write, young immigrants are thrown 
into situations where their own norms and the norms of the dominant culture compete. They 
need to make choices that may affect their ways of looking at their historical, societal and 
economic circumstances. The gap between their own culture and the dominant culture affects 
these choices. 
 This study analyzed the practices and interaction in multicultural home economics 
classrooms. This was done by teaching in and observing the multicultural school environment 
and videotaping interaction in one multicultural class. More specifically, the study is divided 
into four parts (Figure 1). The goal of the first part was to grasp multicultural classroom work 
in its entirety in home economics lessons. The first part presents the roots of Finnish home 
economics education, the teacher’s multicultural competence and the acculturation process of 
immigrant adolescents. This relatively short leap to broad themes is needed in order to 
understand the nature of home economics as a school subject at the present time, to 
understand the teacher’s role in a multicultural classroom, and the various situations 
immigrant students are confronted with in their new society. The first part continues by 
presenting the ethnographic fieldwork done in a multicultural classroom. Fieldwork was 
needed because I did not have much experience with multicultural groups of students. This 
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ethnographic prestudy guided me as a researcher towards seeing the essential themes behind 
the main research problems of the study. 
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Figure 1. Study structure. 
After the prestudy, I searched for the most suitable theoretical framework to deepen my 
understanding of multifaceted interaction situations in the multicultural classroom. The 
second part of the study is structured around the theoretical frame chosen: the sociocultural 
approach. For a closer focus on classroom situations in a multicultural classroom, the 
interaction was videotaped. The third part of the study presents a videoanalysis of classroom 
situations. Furthermore, the sociocultural approach and cultural-historical activity theory are 
applied in analyzing the videotaped educational interaction and collaboration between 
immigrant students and the teacher.  
The fourth part of the study discusses credibility and developing multicultural education. 
Interaction in multicultural home economics education is seen through the sociocultural 
approach. In sum, the purpose of the entire study is to help Finnish home economics teachers 
and teacher students to better understand the problems as well as the opportunities in the 
multiethnic classroom. The goal is to produce results that will be useful in developing the 
educational practices and learning environment of the Finnish multicultural school.  
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2 TOWARDS A MULTICULTURAL SCHOOL 
Karim: What does this 1–1 ½ dl mean? 
Rekar: You know what it is? It means that you should think. 
(19 March 2004) 
2.1 Roots of Finnish Home Economics Education 
Home economics as a school subject is not necessarily familiar to immigrant students who 
have school experiences in their former home country. Furthermore, even if students have had 
home economics lessons earlier, the content, teaching and learning habits in the Finnish 
school system are undoubtedly different. It is not self evident to immigrant students that it is a 
subject meant for both boys and girls, and that boys and girls study the subject together. 
Moreover, it should be noted that in the Finnish school system home economics starts in the 
7
th
 grade; thus it is a new subject for 13-year-old students of the dominant culture as well. 
This means that both the classroom arrangements in home economics and the content of the 
subject are new experiences. For a better understanding of Finnish home economics education 
today I will briefly outline the milestones of home economic education in Finland (Table 1).  
Table 1. Milestones of Finnish Home Economics Education (Sysiharju, 1995) 
The earliest speeches on behalf of teaching household work in the 1850s spoke about 
”building schools where managing of a household is taught to daughters of farmers” 
(Sysiharju, 1885, p.12). A pedagogical cooking school was built in Helsinki in 1891. The 
main idea of the school was to offer courses in cooking skills to girls in elementary school. 
(Sysiharju, 1995, pp. 29, 35; Laine, 1931, pp. 24-25, 62–63; Kanervio, 1925, p. 5.)  
In 1891-1892 the directress of the pedagogical cookingschool, Anna Olsoni, describes the 
cooking courses: ”Klo 10 saapuvat osaston kaikki oppilaat kouluun ja opetus aletaan 
tekemällä kysymyksiä päivä läksystä. Kun oppilaat ovat tehneet hyväksyttävästi selkoa siitä, 
Year Milestones
1850
Earliest speeches on behalf 
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esittää opettaja muutamia uusia ruokalajeja, joita valmistetaan seuraavalla tunnilla ja joista 
oppilaat kirjoittavat muistiinpanoja vihkoihinsa. Sen jälkeen he saavat pareittain laittaa niitä 
ruokalajeja, joiden valmistamisesta he juuri ovat tehneet selkoa. Kun ruoka on valmis, tulee 
oppilaiden, ennen kuin he poistuvat puhdistaa kaikki käytetyt astiat ym. ja asettaa ne 
paikoilleen”. ”All the students in the course arrive at school 10 o’clock. Teaching begins by 
asking questions about the homework the students had. After the students have satisfactorily 
answered the questions the teacher presents a few new dishes to prepare and the students write 
notes in their notebooks. After that they prepare the dishes in pairs. When the food is ready 
the students need to do the dishes and put the clean dishes away” (Sysiharju, 1995, p. 38). 
Today, 118 years later, the structure used in home economics lessons is partly reminiscent of 
Olsoni’s study structure. I will return to this matter later in Chapters 6, 7 and 8. 
During 1916–1945 Home Economics education established its place as part of the school 
system, and finally in 1945 it became part of compulsory education. In the 1970s home 
economics was made a compulsory subject for both boys and girls, and it was taught by a 
subject teacher in the upper level of comprehensive school. (Sysiharju, 1995, pp. 142, 197.) 
At present, the subject area of home economics includes the following: food and nutrition, 
consumer issues, house and home management, family issues and living together. According 
to guidelines, the students’ background should be taken into consideration and personal 
growth supported. The home economics curriculum deals with young people themselves, 
family and home, and relations with the changing society and environment. (Finnish National 
Board of Education, National Core Curriculum for Basic Education 2004.) 
Furthermore, according to the Finnish National Core Curriculum for Basic Education, 
home economics education in comprehensive schools in Finland aims to develop students’ 
cooperative aptitudes, information acquisition, and the practical working skills required to 
manage day-to-day life, as well as the application of these factors in everyday situations. 
Students in comprehensive school are expected to take responsibility for their health and 
human relationships, finances, as well as the comfort and safety of the immediate 
environment (Finnish National Board of Education, National Core Curriculum for Basic 
Education 2004). 
Multiculturalism is not a new phenomenon in Finnish schools. It used to be a part of 
everyday life in schools, before immigration, as both students and teachers represented 
different social and cultural backgrounds in the same country. In 1990 26,300 foreign citizens 
were living in Finland, whereas in 2008 the number had risen to 143,256. Multicultural 
classrooms with students of foreign background have nowadays become a part of everyday 
life, at least in schools in the metropolitan area. It is important to discuss this cultural diversity 
in terms of language, ethnicity and religion in schools (Matinheikki-Kokko, 1999, p. 41; 
Talib, 2002, p. 37; Talib, Löfström & Meri, 2004, pp. 14, 104; Statistics in Finland, 2009). 
In this study, I am interested in immigrant students’ and their teacher’s interaction in the 
multicultural home economics classroom because the teacher has a great impact on immigrant 




2.2 Teachers’ multicultural competence 
Rogoff (2003) puts special emphasis on understanding human development as a cultural 
process. How people act or behave is dependent on their learned cultural practices. There is a 
danger that western people perceive their own culture and living environments as universal. 
Cultures, however, vary greatly in how children are raised, how much responsibility parents 
give to children and how independent children are.  
Teachers need to be sensitive to the needs of a child who speaks a different language and 
has a different cultural background. Also, co-operation and communication skills play a 
central role in teaching (Jokikokko, 2002, p. 91). Understanding different cultural 
backgrounds, behavioral codes or cultural values is not an easy task for teachers. However, 
understanding and learning may be somewhat easier in a classroom of home economics, 
where there is more discussion and activity than in a classroom of, for instance, mathematics. 
At its best, the whole process of teaching and learning is a learning process for both students 
and teachers. 
Phelan, Davidson and Yu (1993) have focused on understanding students’ multiple 
worlds. The multiple worlds model (Figure 2) describes connections of family, school and 
peer worlds and the interrelationships among them. The term “world” means the students’ 




Figure 2. The multiple worlds model (Phelan, Davidson & Yu, 1993, p. 56) 
The multiple worlds model describes schools and learning. It helps teachers to see 
students in a more holistic way. School is seen as an environment where students can work 
together on an equal basis and use school as a stepping stone for further education. Students 
learn to work with people different than themselves and in different social settings. (Phelan et 
al. ,1993, p. 85.) 
According to Exposito and Favela (2003), immigrant students need teachers that have a 
clear understanding of their role as cultural workers. Teachers’ worldviews, attitudes and 
beliefs are often thought of as “natural”, “objective” or “common sensical” instead of as their 
own personal theories or values that come from their own life experiences. As Räsänen (2002) 
points out, when a teacher improves the quality of learning, she/he needs to pay attention to 
the values mediated by the school world, and seen in, for example, curriculum, subjects, use 
of resources, special education, language policy, immigration policy, and festivals. The whole 
school atmosphere expresses things that are valued. Teachers’ attitude towards children and 
their parents as well as their attitude to what is taught express their ethical principles and 
values. 
In Europe, for example, in Switzerland, schools are steadily growing more heterogeneous 
and at the same time the teaching staff is explicitly homogeneous (Stadler, 2001, p. 42). 
Estonia and Latvia, as well as the other former Soviet Union republics, have faced new 
situations with multicultural classrooms. Because of the large societal changes in the late 











































who speak the official language and the low standards of the teaching of Estonian in schools 
are the two most urgent problems (Vassilchenko & Trasberg, 2000, p. 65). The 
multiculturalism in schools in Estonia is relatively new compared with the U.S. However, the 
problems and the challenges of multicultural classrooms may be similar in both countries. 
Poor language skills of immigrants or cultural differences in the classroom affect teaching 
arrangements and teachers’ work in the same way.  
According to Räsänen (2002), a teacher is not only a pedagogical actor; his/her work is 
connected to the values, processes and structures of the surrounding society. Teachers are 
“products” of their society and deeply connected to dominant patterns of thought. According 
to Bauman (1996), teachers’ definitions of “the other”, reflect their values. Bauman says that 
it is dangerous to say, “I am right, you are wrong” when speaking about cultural differences. 
Contents of home economics, such as food and nutrition, consumer issues, house and 
home management and family issues, are often more related to cultural aspects than many 
other subjects at school. For example, teachers’ skills or ways of preparing food reflect their 
own experiences of their home and childhood. Furthermore, work experience and education 
affect habits, which also include culturally specific aspects related to doing, learning and 
perceiving, and this naturally affects a teacher’s work consciously or unconsciously. 
For a more holistic view, teachers need to have a better understanding of immigrant 
students’ lives in their new culture. This brings us to the subject of acculturation of these 
students in Finland. 
2.3 Adapting to a new culture as an acculturation process 
As Liebkind (2001) outlines, in many countries multiculturalism is more the rule than the 
exception. When cultures encounter each other people need to adapt themselves to changes 
that affect minority groups as well as majority groups in a society. The whole process of these 
adaptive changes is called the acculturation process. The definition of the term acculturation 
originated in the 1930s (Redfield et al., 1936, p. 149), and is defined as contacts and 
phenomena between different cultural groups and changes that these contacts cause inside one 
or both of these groups. 
Berry (1997) created the bi-dimensional acculturation model. The idea of this model 
(Figure 3) is that acculturation attitudes are based on two questions. One is the question of 
whether an individual’s cultural and ethical identity is valuable and should be maintained; 
other is whether individuals (minority group members) should have positive interaction with 
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Figure 3. Berry’s acculturation model (1997) 
If an individual answers yes to both questions he has chosen the integration strategy and 
his own culture will (at least partly) be maintained while he is in contact with majority group 
members. If a person answers no to the first question and yes to the second question he has 
chosen the assimilation strategy, in which he does not want to maintain his cultural identity. If 
a person answers yes to the first question but no to the second one he has chosen separation 
strategy, in which he avoids contact with majority group members. Marginalization means 
that the person is neither interested in maintaining his own cultural background nor being in 
contact with the dominant culture. Also, acculturation can be unbalanced, which means that 
an individual can be financially assimilated (he has a job) into his new culture but in his 
personal life he wants to be separated (for example, he wants to marry a woman who has the 
same cultural background). (Liebkind, 2001, p. 20.) 
As Liebkind (2001) writes, critics of Berry’s model point out that acculturation is not as 
simple as answering these questions. The answers that minority group members give to these 
questions are not necessarily “purely” yes or no. Yes or no can be understood as extreme 
alternatives. Either the individual totally abandons his culture or he completely maintains it. 
An individual may have abandoned his/her own culture but still considers that it valuable to 
maintain. Liebkind (2001) continues that acculturation does not happen in a social vacuum. It 
is a network between minority and majority group members and this network offers 
challenges and support to people when they reshape their ethnical and cultural identities. 
Also, Horenczyk (2009) and Ward (2008) have argued that there is a clear need for 
developing more elaborated and sophisticated conceptualizations and methodologies to enrich 
our understanding of acculturation because immigration patterns have become more 
diversified and face new challenges. 
Liebkind and Jasinskaja-Lahti (2000b) have studied immigrant adolescents’ situation in 
Finland. They were interested in how the problems of acculturation, the lack of Finnish skills, 
experiences of parental support and commitment to traditional family values affect immigrant 
adolescents’ (Turkish, Vietnamese, Somalian, Russian) psychological well-being. They found 
that age did not affect problems in acculturation, family values or psychological well-being. 
Immigrant adolescents who had lived in Finland over five years spoke better Finnish, and 
they had fewer discrimination experiences, they were less accepting of authoritative behavior 
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on the part of parents and they were more satisfied with their lives. Also, according to this 
study immigrant adolescent girls felt more acculturation stress than boys. Boys had more 
problems with discipline.  
According to Liebkind and Jasinskaja-Lahti (2000b), it is generally assumed that the 
sooner immigrants adopt the values and habits of a new culture, the faster problems and 
pressures caused by immigration decline or disappear. However, their study showed that 
commitment to traditional family values, at least at the beginning of acculturation, is 
important to immigrant adolescents because it brings more support and understanding from 
parents, whereas, and parental support affects the psychological well-being of immigrant 
adolescents.  
Alitolppa-Niitamo (2004) studied how young Somalians saw the Finnish school context 
and what kind of difficulties they met in the Finnish school culture. Immigrant students and 
the culturally heterogeneous classroom were relatively new elements in the Finnish school 
system when Alitolppa-Niitamo did her ethnographic study in 1996–2000. The Somalian 
generation in between (Alitolppa-Niitamo used this word about young Somalians who are 
living between two cultures) confronted the Finnish ethnocentric and rigid school culture. One 
problem for young Somalians (9
th
 graders) was the difference between the home and school 
cultures. Alitolppa-Niitamo called the young Somalian students the icebreakers: They needed 
to “break the ice” when living and studying in the middle of the homogenous Finnish culture. 
The Somalian school culture differed a great deal from the Finnish school culture. The 
students’ parents rarely could help or support them in school-related issues because of 
language problems; in fact, children helped their parents more with the Finnish language. The 
whole acculturation process was experienced as very hard and as affecting to students’ 
learning experiences.  
Laaksonen (2007) studied immigrant adolescents’ (N=89) views and experiences in four 
special schools. These immigrant adolescents thought that the major share of problems in 
basic education were caused by lack of Finnish language skills and difficulties in 
concentration. The students were satisfied with special schools. They felt that taking part in 
smaller groups had improved their own learning and the ability to concentrate. They also felt 
that the individual support they had received in the special schools had been beneficial. 
The effects of acculturation can be illustrated by many factors. Mental and physical 
health, general satisfaction, good self-esteem, proficient performance and good grades have 
been considered as signs of a successful acculturation process. Thus, the acculturation process 
can be stressful because it includes language problems, identity problems, discrimination and 
the difficulties of getting along in a new culture.  
Lappalainen (2006) studied the constructions of nationality, ethnicity and gender in a 
preschool context. The children in her study had different strategies in dealing with 
experiences of marginality. Some children tried hard to be part of the hegemonic group. Other 
children had more connections with peers with an immigrant background. Some of them 
sought a sense of belonging by overly emphasizing their ethnic or lingual background. And 
some children placed themselves in a state of cultural “in betweens”. 
According to my work experience as a teacher of home economics, students are often 
willing to share their own and sometimes different ways of doing things at home. Sometimes 
the kind of cultural exchange seen in such discussions can support a teacher’s pedagogical 
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goals for that lesson. All of the students have at least some experience of issues discussed in 
the home economics lessons. However students’ differences resulting from their different 
home cultures are often revealed, for example, during practical work, even though it is not 
what they want. What I mean is that some students do not want to highlight their sometimes 
different ways of doing things at home. They want to be ”as average as possible” or “similar 
to other students” in the other students’ eyes  
Smith and Bond (1998) see adapting to a new culture as one kind of change-experience. 
The only question is how well the member of the minority group has adopted majority 
culture. The more he has acculturated the more he has adopted the language, skills, values, 
identities, attitudes and behavior of the majority culture. Many social researchers believe that 
different values are the most central factors that separate cultures from each other and that 
changes in values affect the acculturation process. It is obvious that the attitudes of majority 
group members affect minority group members. The social and political atmosphere of the 
new country also affects immigrants and their acculturation. (Liebkind, 2001, pp. 17–19, 
Smith & Bond, 1998, p. 269.) 
Immigrant children and adolescents have been said to undergo a “double jeopardy” with 
respect to acculturation. It means that immigrants experiencing acculturation are exposed to 
risks such as being the target of discrimination (first jeopardy), and may experience other 
kinds of risks (second jeopardy) concerning their psychological situation, their age and 
developmental phase (dealing with identity issues and being under the influence of their 
parents). Also, immigrant students living in Western industrialized societies have been said to 
be living between two cultures. They are influenced by their parents’ values, customs and 
norms but also by those promoted by the society of settlement. Although immigrant youth 
may confront risks and challenges living between two cultures, it seems that their overall 
adaptation is no worse than their national peers. (Sam and Berry, 2009, pp. 191, 194, 202.) 
Even though teachers in Finland have positive attitudes towards immigrants they do not, 
according to Miettinen and Pitkänen (1999), recognize the importance of the immigrants’ 
native culture. According to them, efforts to achieve equality take the form of treating all 
students in the same “Finnish” way. In Rastas’s (2007) and Anis’s (2008) studies, children 
and adolescents have told about occurrences of racist bullying at school in which, adults did 
not intervene. Thus, the special cultural needs of the students or their problems in the school 
world are not taken into consideration adequately or are not noticed. 
As the studies presented in this chapter indicate, school-related matters such as teachers, 
peers, grades, attitudes and parents support affect immigrant adolescents’ acculturation. In 
order to understand these immigrants’ everyday lives at school and to study multicultural 
classroom work, I needed to become a part of this life. In the following, I will specify the 
rationale and methods of the ethnographical prestudy. 
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3 ON THE WAY TO AN ETHNOGRAPHY OF THE 
MULTICULTURAL HOME ECONOMICS CLASSROOM  
Farid: Teacher! Why did this (chapatti bread) gets stuck (to the frying pan)? 
Teacher: The pan is not hot enough. 
Teacher (turning the bread): Good, Farid, you have outdone yourself. 
Farid: Look teacher how it rises! 
(19 March 2004) 
3.1 Ethnographical prestudy 
3.1.1 Ethnography as a window to classroom practices 
Regardless of my work experience as a home economics teacher in Finnish schools I 
needed to familiarize myself more with the multicultural school culture because my 
experience with immigrant students was limited to individual immigrant students. In order to 
be able to grasp the interaction in a multicultural classroom more experience as a teacher in a 
multicultural classroom of home economics was needed.  
I investigated which schools in the metropolitan area have large numbers of immigrant 
students. One of these schools needed a home economics teacher, and I had opportunity to 
work there during the academic year 2003-2004. I decided to collect the data while I worked 
there. At the beginning I was not sure how the data collection in its entirety would be done. 
Since my aim was to understand the interaction in multicultural classrooms I decided to start 
with an ethnographical prestudy, since this method seemed the most suitable for this part of 
the data collection. 
As Atkinson and Hammersley (2007) point out, ethnography is one of many approaches 
that can be found within social research today. The meaning of the term ethnography can 
vary. It needs to be recognized that even if it is possible to outline the core definition of this 
term, we cannot capture all meanings in all contexts. The following is an outline of how 
ethnography is seen, at the practical level, in this prestudy. 
Ethnography is the study of people in naturally occurring settings. Thus, ethnographic 
field research engages in the study of groups and people as they function in their everyday 
lives, and involves the researcher participant directly in the setting. When doing 
ethnographical research, a researcher wants to learn through experience. The main goal is to 
perceive how people carry out their daily routines. Learning by experiencing means that a 
researcher listens, interviews, takes part and asks questions in order to understand everyday 
life in other cultures. The purpose is to understand other kinds of ways to behave or act 
socially. The ethnographer is searching for immersion into another’s world. This world means 
different ways to think, to act and to participate when living and experiencing something from 
another culture’s perspective. Immersion means that the ethnographer is with other people; 
he/she tries to observe their responses to daily events and experience them as well. (Emerson, 
Fretz & Shaw, 1995, p. 2, Silverman, 2006, p. 67.)  
Baszanger and Dodier (2004) list three requirements of ethnographic research: 1) the need 
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for an empirical approach (this means that empirical observation is required when the 
phenomena studied cannot be deduced), 2) the need to remain open to elements that cannot be 
codified at the time of the study (this means that ethnographers need to remain open, outside 
the methodological preparation of observations, so that they can notice the tools that people 
use in their interactional processes), 3) a concern for grounding the phenomena observed in 
the field (this means that fieldworkers should link the facts they observe to conditions against 
which these facts take place.) 
There are several Finnish ethnographic studies dealing with immigrants (Table 2) in 
Finnish schools and society: 
Table 2. Finnish ethnographic studies on immigrants 
The above-mentioned ethnographical studies underline the importance of school 
ethnography. According to Gordon and Lahelma (2003), Alitolppa-Niitamo (2004) and 
Hautaniemi (2004), young immigrants are at a vulnerable age and they may face problems 
when moving between home and school cultures that differs. Home economics as a subject 
area is related to the homes of the students so it is natural that students bring their home 
cultures and everyday experiences to classroom situations. In this study, it will be interesting 
to see how the similarities and the differences between different cultures are discussed in a 
classroom and how this affects classroom work. Tuori’s (2009) study indicates that practices 
promoting inequality in workplaces, in neighborhoods, but also in schools, are racist.  
3.1.2 Data collection in the ethnographic prestudy 
The best known ethnographic method is participatory observation in which a researcher 
may participate and act in the community that s/he seeks to study. It is possible to make 
observations at the same time as participating in classroom situations. The data should be 
collected systematically and a researcher should be skillful in observation and scientific data 
collection (Bryman, 1995; Silverman, 2006). Also, as O’ Reilly (2009, p. 18) puts it: 
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“Ethnography not only involves participating and observing, watching and hearing, but also 
asking questions and listening to the answers. Conversations are a normal part of daily 
behaviour and talk goes on around as all the time, in a variety of contexts.” 
One advantage of participant observation is that the researcher is better able to understand 
and capture the context within which people interact. Furthermore, personal contact allows 
the researcher to be open, discovery oriented and inductive when getting firsthand experience 
of a setting and the people in the setting. Also, the researcher has opportunities to see things 
that may routinely escape the awareness of the people in the setting. (Patton, 2002, p. 262.) 
However, subjective observation is selective, and presuppositions direct the process at the 
same time as other things may be escaping the observer’s attention. The observers may not 
notice everything that is significant when observing even though they do their best. The 
whole process is closely connected with the observers’ worldview and how they perceive the 
personalities and different behaviors. Naturally, their alertness and motivation affect the 
whole situation as well. (Bryman, 1995; Silverman, 2006.) 
Interesting questions are: What makes observation participatory? What is the role of the 
teacher- researcher? How much should a researcher participate? What is his or her role when 
observing? Is she or he above all a researcher or has he or she other roles in a particular 
community? Sometimes it can be difficult or impossible to gain entry into, for example, 
ethnical communities. When doing a participatory observation, interaction happens on the 
terms of the people being observed. 
In my study, observation was participatory in nature because I worked as a teacher and 
took part in interactive situations. The big question in my mind before starting was whether it 
was possible to observe one’s own behavior or work. Also, I considered how I would be able 
to pay attention to my research if I became totally involved in my teaching. On the other hand, 
it is also an advantage that a home economics teacher’s work is so interactive and so intensive 
that one cannot possibly be a total outsider when working as a teacher-researcher. I was more 
worried about how to use an outsider’s eyes as well as see the forest for the trees during and 
after the interaction situations. Based on my previous experience I knew it was extremely 
difficult to write field notes down during intensive classroom interaction but in this kind of 
study it was essential to write notes down as soon as possible so they would not be forgotten. 
Thus I decided to write down everything I had in mind right after every lesson. Chapter 3.3 
was written according to these field notes.  
Theorizing about observational work is not self-explanatory. Silverman (1993) criticizes 
generalizations made on the basis of truncated data extracts. In the next chapter, in which I 
outline my experiences, the goal is to follow Silverman’s (1993) ideas. Naturally occurring 
activities will be presented to the reader. The main point in this study is to understand 
interactional behaviors among students in the home economics classroom. An ethnographical 
prestudy is not meant to be an early generalization of the material. Rather, it helps me to 
discern my study object as a whole. I assume that in this study it will more fruitful for me to 
try to understand students’ behavior and discussions with the teacher and try to link these to 
educational activities in the classroom. Lastly, the attempt will be made to write my 
understandings in common sense form. 
For a better understanding of teaching and learning processes it is important to see the 
whole school environment, as well as its social, cultural and financial aspects. This includes 
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the material environment (such as classes, teachers’ room, cafeteria) as well as the semantic 
environment (linguistic expressions of the students and the teachers).  
Ethnographic field notes are written more or less contemporaneously with the events, 
experiences and interactions they describe. If the school is to be understood in its entirety, the 
important questions to ask are: What kind of habits do people who work in that particular 
school culture have? What kind of roles do parents have? What kind of atmosphere is there in 
the school classrooms? What kind of rules and regulations or disciplinary problems does the 
school have? (Emerson, Fretz & Shaw, 2007, p. 354.) 
As this study shows, the home economics classroom is considered a fruitful place for 
understanding other cultures. Home economics as a subject area offers possibilities for 
studying interactive work, communication and interaction processes. Thus, it offers 
opportunities to understand other cultures’ social behavior. 
3.2 Site of the ethnographical prestudy 
To acquaint myself with the multicultural home economics classroom, I did my fieldwork 
with 7
th– 9th grader in a big comprehensive school in the metropolitan area over a period of 
six months. Multicultural schools are challenging for both students and teachers. Real 
classroom practices in multicultural schools are full of interesting interaction patterns. 
Understanding, perceiving and communicating are complicated when teachers and students 
come from different cultural backgrounds. The language skills of the immigrant students may 
be poor, the cultural behavior in a classroom may be diverse and the ways of learning may 
differ in relation to the students of the dominant culture.  
The aim of the prestudy was to outline multicultural classroom work. I sought answers to 
the following question: 
What characterizes teaching and interaction in classrooms where diversity in the form of 
ethnicity and language is introduced ?  
As an ethnographical prestudy, I taught home economics to immigrant students in 
comprehensive school for six months (2003–2004). During that semester I wrote a reflective 
diary after every lesson. I tried to be very open-minded, when evaluating students, the school 
culture and teachers in order to find the most suitable and illustrative ways to do my study. 
I taught four classes during the year: one class of 7
th
 graders (12 students, nine 
immigrants), one class of 8
th
 graders (eight students, two immigrants), and two classes of 9
th
 
graders (12 students, two immigrants). See Table 3. 
16 
 
Table 3. Students taught during the prestudy
3
 
There were 12 students in the class of 7
th
 graders when I started the academic year 2003–
2004. Home economics was a new subject for all of them. During the first semester (autumn 
2003) the Congoan girl changed schools. She was already 18-years-old and she was admitted 
to a senior secondary school for adults. Also, one Finnish girl changed schools because she 
had problems with immigrant girls. During the academic year one Vietnamese boy changed 
schools and one Russian boy came to this class.  
In order to understand multicultural classroom work I outlined what I learned during six 
months. I tried to observe what was difficult for immigrants to understand, as well as 
situations where the students could cope well. At the same time I made field-notes on how I 
experienced different situations as a teacher. In the following the findings are summarized. 
                                                 
3
 The countries from where the students had moved to Finland are named. The purpose here is not to make any 
generalizations related to the students’ home cultures, but rather to describe the variation in the classroom. 
Background
country



























3.3 Results of the prestudy 
3.3.1 Being a teacher in a multicultural class 
As a teacher, I had the feeling that the 7
th
 graders experienced the first lessons as chaotic. 
Also, I felt that the classroom situations were unruly and disorganized compared to my 
previous experiences. Home economics was new for them. The classroom (with five small 
kitchens, dining tables, ingredients, utensils and machines) was a new environment and they 
considered it very exciting and, I suppose, sometimes threatening. They were forced to act 
and to take part even though they did not quite understand everything or did not know what 
they were supposed to do. As they worked in the kitchens and were not forced to sit at their 
places, it sometimes made situations sometimes very difficult to control. After three weeks of 
teaching I wrote: 
“I feel like I am teaching in a market place that is full of different cultures and everyone has a 
different opinion about everything and no one (including me) knows what his/her role is in 
that particular situation (12 September 2003).” 
What I found very draining was giving orders in the classroom and having to be a 
disciplinarian all the time. My personality as a teacher had not been “tough” or strict. The 
only way to survive, to feel that the classroom was a safe place to work or to take control of 
chaotic situations was to use a loud voice and to give hard and fast orders. To me the 
atmosphere of the classroom was “army-like” and unpleasant. If I analyze myself, I can see 
now that I started to teach this multicultural class with the same goals and educational 
objectives I would use to teach a classroom of students the dominant culture. I was very 
frustrated when the lesson did not proceed. It took a long time (~two months) to realize that if 
I gave up on my own demands or at least changed them, the whole situation would be more 
comfortable for me as well as the students. For example: I have had a rule that no music 
(radio or CD-player) is allowed during classroom work and before the meal students need to 
set the table nicely and eat (the whole class) together. It took an enormous amount of energy 
to keep to these rules (and all the others) and I found myself constantly telling what “students 
had to do” and what “students did not need to do.” I finally realized that I had to adhere to the 
most important rules without which the whole situation was impossible and that I would have 
to (at least) sometimes forget the others. The first time I allowed them to listen to music while 
they were working I realized that it did not disturb me (or the situation) as much as I thought 
it would and some of the students calmed down. But I still thought it was important for me to 
control the situation and to tell them when they could listen to music and when they could not. 
3.3.2 Collaboration in a multicultural classroom 
One key issue in a home economics classroom is how students work together. Students 
work in small groups and during the first classes I divided the groups and realized that some 
cultural barriers or differences were too big for them to work collaboratively without fighting. 
For example, two 7
th
 grade boys were both very strong-minded and dominant and if I put 
them to work together there was an enormous power struggle going on all the time. I had a 
similar experience with two girls in the same class. When these girls worked together the 
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result was a terrible fight. When they had arguments during lessons, the other girl defended 
herself by saying: 
“Damn you! You and your family are getting all your money from the Finnish social 
services” (29 September 2003)  
This made the immigrant girl even angrier. As a result this quarrel went on during the 
whole autumn semester and culminated in the other girl changing schools. 
In relation to working with peers in general, I realized that forming groups was difficult. 
There were so-called “easy partners” and collaboration between these students was 
frictionless during the whole year. The answers may be found in personality, temper or 
culture. Once one boy came to ask me: 
“If I keep all the others quiet, can we listen to the radio?” (18 September 2003) 
As I had the rule that no music during lessons was allowed I explained the rule to the 
students by saying that they (students) were already too noisy without music. When I 
answered him by saying “no, you cannot,” he answered: 
“Okay! I am going to fool around and yell all the time. I am not going to listen to you or do 
anything during this lesson!” (18 September 2003) 
After I spoke with him, he was very agreeable, prepared food and behaved nicely. Still, I 
understood (from his question) that he felt that “he was the boss of the classroom,” and that 
“he could keep everyone quiet, if he wanted.” 
However, temperaments of students differ and the students’ age explains some of the 
“emotional outbreaks”. Still, one goal of home economics as a subject is to learn to work 
together with others using good manners.  
3.3.3 School culture in the multicultural classroom 
With this multicultural class, I learned that it takes a long time to accept and to learn 
school rules and regulations. In home economics it is important to learn not to run or fool 
around because the class is full of hot taps, hot water, knives, scissors and so on. Sometimes 
during the autumn semester when I started my lessons I could not go into the classroom with 
the 7
th
 graders because some of them were wild (they were shouting and running around the 
corridor). I had to calm the students outside the classroom before I felt it was safe to work 
together in the classroom. Learning to remember to take books and pencils with them when 
they came to class also took a long time. I gradually realized that time was not a significant 
for them as for students of the dominant culture. Once I noted that one girl was absent 
because I did not see her anywhere in the beginning of lesson. Then, after 15 minutes I saw 
from window that she was braiding her friends’ hair outside. When I angrily told her to come 
to the lesson she did not understand why I was angry. When I asked her why she did not come 
to the lesson even though the bell rang, she just answered: 
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            “A friend of mine asked me to braid her hair and I wanted to please her.”                
(18 September 2003) 
The same thing happened during breaks between our lessons. Some of the immigrants 
came back when they remembered and were astonished when I scolded them for being late. 
Furthermore, giving them papers (full of information) that they were to show their parents and 
bring back to me was always very difficult. Finnish students have learned to be very 
conscientious about returning papers and I think Finnish teachers have learned to be strict 
about papers that are late or missing or need to be copied again many times. As a Finnish 
teacher I have learned that at the beginning of the lesson students are quiet and listen to my 
explanation of what is going to happen during the following hour/hours. Somehow, this was 
more difficult with immigrant students. Settling down took a long time and required effort. I 
was used to a discussion with students at the beginning of the lessons in order to find out what 
they already knew about the subject matter that they were expected to learn. With these 
students I realized that if I tried to have a discussion, they felt it allowed them to discuss 
whatever with their classmates. 
3.3.4 Students’ cultural background 
The families of the immigrants and the kind of picture they gave to me and to each other 
about their family life varied. Immigrant students were very anxious to tell each other about 
their food habits and food culture. In the early autumn, when I gave students the possibility of 
preparing food from their own cultures they were more than willing. I tried to apply the 
subject areas that we had in the curriculum to their food choices. We prepared pita-breads 
(from Iraq) instead of Finnish rolls (similar yeast dough) and when we made Sambuse 
(Somalian meat pasty) we spoke about deep-frying and minced meat. The student whose idea 
was to prepare a certain food gave instructions (“my mother/father does it this way…”) to the 
others. I got the feeling that they were very proud of their food customs and spoke very 
openly about their religion and how it affects their food culture. My 9
th
 grade Turkish, 
Russian and Estonian students were even more open about their cultural differences and 
families, possibly because they were older. I noticed, however, that some students took 
advantage of their parents’ poor language skills. Those who had had disciplinary problems, 
such as being given detention, told me that their parents did not understand the papers they 
were asked to sign. One immigrant boy (8
th
 grader) was swearing and I asked him if he used 
the same kind of language at home. He answered angrily:  
“Of course no; in my culture it is not allowed.”(29 August 2003)  
Another time the same boy said to me very seriously when I said that I would send home a 
note because he had been behaving so badly: 
“Please do not; they really are going to kill me.” (17 September 2003)  
Another factor that can affect classroom situations is that immigrants are very often older 
than students of the dominant culture. In one class an immigrant 18-year-old girl changed 
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schools after three months of studying. Her behavior was more mature, and when other girls 
argued, she tried to solve the problems. She told me that she took care of her younger sisters 
and she prepared food at home. One 9
th
 grade immigrant boy mentioned earlier took care of 
the family business alongside school. He was 18-years-old and responsible for their Pizzeria 
since his father lived abroad. If he had to work after school every day, it obviously affected 
his alertness in class. 
3.3.5 Learning experiences in ethnographic fieldwork 
Teaching and learning experiences were multifaceted in this classroom. Some of the 
students had been in Finland 10 years, some of them only three years. There were differences 
in language skills, and also in how well they had found their place in the social hierarchy of 
the class. Similarly to students of the dominant culture they were at different levels in their 
physical and mental development. If they had poor self-respect, they might hid it with rowdy 
behavior. Some tried to hide where they came from or were ashamed of it and they tried to act 
like their peers in the dominant culture. Even though I felt that the first three months of 
teaching and learning were chaotic with immigrants (mostly because I had to be very strict 
and consistent), the students did not necessarily agree with me. After one very difficult lesson 
I met an immigrant girl and a Finnish girl from my class in a shop near the school; they came 
to tell me how much they were looking forward to the next class and how much they liked 
home economics. I had thought that because of my strict rules and regulations they would 
hate the whole subject. 
Somehow I had the feeling that immigrants in the Finnish school culture (or at least in my 
classroom) had many difficulties because of their dissimilarity. In relation to the average 
teenager, it is easy to say that puberty is a time when emotions, self-respect and self-image are 
being shaped. Teenagers are very self-critical and vulnerable to the opinions of peers. It is 
important for them to listen to a certain type of music, dress in certain kinds of clothes and 
watch certain kinds of TV-programs. Different levels of knowledge, motivation, practical 
skills, social skills and life experiences can be seen in the classroom. In the multicultural 














By summarizing my experiences during these six months I could identify three themes 
that seemed to have meaning when teaching immigrant students:  
1. Teacher’s activities  
2. Collaboration4 and interaction5 in the classroom  
3. Cultural background of the student  
I felt that my behavior as a teacher in the home economics classroom was very important 
and that I was responsible for all the work done in the classroom work in general. I needed to 
solve problematic situations during the class time, help students with their numerous 
problems and direct their attention to the subject area. There were always unpredictable 
situations and comments that we needed to solve together with the students. Sometimes we 
had language problems; they misunderstood my messages/questions or I misunderstood their 
messages/questions or then we did not understand each other at all. 
In home economics lessons students often work in small groups. Various interaction 
situations follow each other constantly. Collaboration is the rule and it is almost impossible 
for students to finish the given assignments or tasks without sharing the work or negotiating 
with each other. Students’ cultural background also changed the classroom situations and 
discussions. Cultural background could be seen in classroom discussions when students told 
about their own experiences and how their home practices contrasted with practices at school. 
These three issues seemed to the most significant issues that I needed to deal with when 
planning the primary data collection: the videotaping of a multicultural class. The Vygotskian 
perspective on teaching and learning and the sociocultural approach supports these themes 
with the theory of the zone of proximal development (ZPD). According to Lantolf and Thorne 
(2006), the key principle of Vygotsky’s ZPD is the difference between the actual level of 
development and the proximal next stage of development. The actual level of development 
means the result of completed developmental cycles of a child’s mental functions while the 
proximal next stage aims for future development. The level of potential development is 
possible for a child under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers. The 
ZPD can also be used as a conceptual tool that gives educators an opportunity to perceive 
aspects of the students’ emerging capacities.  
According to Vygostky (1978), cognitive ability is not a “natural” entity but a 
sociocultural construct that emerges from the child’s interaction with the environment. The 
subject of ability, therefore, is not the child alone but a pair: child and culture. In his theory of 
                                                 
4
 In this study collaboration is understood according to the Vygotskian perspective as Kozulin (2003, p. 54) puts 
it: “...it appears that the term (collaboration) is being used to refer to any situation in which a child is being 
offered some interaction with another person that is related to a problem to be solved.” 
5
 In this study, the term interaction means action that occurs when two or more people have an effect on each 
other. See also Chapter 6.1. Goffman’s (1963, p. 24) terms unfocused interaction and focused interaction apply 
in this study. 
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ZPD, Vygotsky stresses that the development of a child’s mental functions is dependent on 
cooperative interaction between the adult and child. The adult here represents the culture and 
helps the child in acquiring the necessary symbolic tools for learning (Kozulin, 1998, p. 69). 
As Lantolf and Thorne (2006, P.59) put it, “one of Vygotsky’s most important findings is that 
learning through participation precedes and shapes development.”  
The ZPD supports my experience with multicultural classes. The teacher’s position and 
the tools used, as well as relationships with peers in classroom situations, are crucial. Also, 
the students’ cultural background and everyday experiences affect their ways of learning, 
understanding and perceiving. The theory of ZPD and other key concepts of the sociocultural 
approach will be presented and discussed in relation to this study in the following chapter.  
23 
 
4 USING THEORY AS A CONCEPTUAL AID 
Farid: Where is that other sugar (brown sugar) 
Tim: Is this good? 
Teacher: Looks like foam. 
Rekar: How much is ¼ tsp? 
Teacher: Here you have ¼ tsp... 
Farid: What does carambola taste like? 
(30 April 2004) 
4.1 Sociocultural approach to learning 
Theoretical concepts and tools can help in understanding the collaborative processes in the 
multicultural classroom. Sociocultural theory (Vygotsky, 1978; Wertsch, 1991; Leontjev, 
1981) has been chosen because it offers tools to analyze diversified and simultaneous 
interaction in the home economics classroom. The aim is to comprehend the teacher’s and 
immigrant students’ culturally dependent practices and tool use during interaction. As 
Kozulin (1998, p. 59) points out, there are two major problems with the Piagetian theory 
(Piaget, 1959). First, the Piagetian cognitive approach leaves the sociocultural aspect of 
learning beyond its scope and secondly, the learning process is seen as the direct interaction 
of the child with the environment. Vygotsky (1978) and Feuerstein (1991) have put forward 
other theoretical approaches. Vygotsky’s focus, however, is on the sociocultural mediation of 
the learning process. 
In the following, the main concepts of sociocultural approach are presented and its 
importance in relation to this study is discussed. 
4.1.1 Mediation  
Vygotsky outlines two types of memory. Natural memory is characterized by the non-
mediated retention of actual experiences. It arises out of the direct influence of external 
stimuli upon human beings and it is very close to perception. Natural memory coexists with a 
completely different memory. History has shown that non-literate men and women used 
notched sticks and knots as memory aids, which indicates that humans went beyond the limits 
of psychological functions provided by nature. This kind of behavior is absent even in the 
highest species of animals. Figure 4 illustrates this culturally based psychological process. 
(Vygotsky, 1978, pp. 38-39.) 
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Figure 4. A) Vygotsky’s model of mediated action (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 40); B) a common 
reformulation of the model (Engeström, 1995, p. 43) 
In triangle A (Figure 4) tools (X) (knots, notched sticks) are placed between stimulus (S) 
and response (R). These cultural tools shape and control human beings and give many 
opportunities for them to create and influence. In this way (when X is placed between S and 
R) the human can control his/her actions from the outside. The individual needs to be engaged 
to establish such a link (X). Triangle B (subject, tools and object) (Figure 4) is triangle A 
rephrased. It describes action as an act of creation of meaning. (Engeström, 1995, pp. 41–42; 
Vygotsky, 1978, pp. 39–40.)  
Observational learning, trial and error, conditioning, or other activities in which the child 
interacts with stimuli directly are examples of direct learning. If an adult or more competent 
peer comes “between” child and environment, the whole interaction changes radically. This is 
called mediated learning as the knowledgeable adult or mediator selects, changes and 
interprets objects and processes to the child. (Kozulin, 1998, pp. 59–60.) 
Vygotsky submitted two different approaches to mediation through another individual. 
The first was expressed in the well-known phrase: “every function in the child’s cultural 
development appears twice: first, on the social level, and later on the individual level, first, 
between people (interpsychological), and then inside the child (intrapsychological) 
(Vygotsky, 1978, p. 57). The second approach concentrated on the individual’s role as 
mediator of meaning. Vygotsky gives an example of this: development of indicatory 
gesticulation in the child. The child tries to grasp an object and the adult interprets this 
movement as a gesture. Thus, the child’s own natural act is formed “outside.” The movement 
starts as a grasping attempt and then the adult gives meaning to this natural act and it becomes 
a real gesture. Later, the child internalizes this gesture and it becomes the child’s inner 
commands to him- or herself. (Kozulin, 1998, pp. 63–64.) 
Vygotsky’s claim is that culturally constructed auxiliary means mediate higher forms of 
human mental activity. Social connections and relations, collective forms of behavior and 
social cooperation affect human development. Culturally constructed auxiliary means emerge 
during participation in cultural activities (for example, raising and educating children; 
playing). Participation is a process in which cultural artifacts (for example, books, papers, 
clocks etc.) and cultural concepts (for example, self, person, family etc.) “interact in complex, 
dynamic ways with each other and with (biologically endowed) psychological phenomena” 
(Lantolf and Thorne, 2006, p. 59; Ratner, 2002, p. 10). 
Philosophical and sociological theories of mediated interaction came into being long 


















consciousness and self-consciousness with the process of mediated activity –which is work. 
The cornerstone of the Hegelian system, the notion of mediation, influenced Vygotsky and his 
followers, including Luria (1976) and Leontjev (1978), directly and indirectly through Marx. 
Also, G.H. Mead’s (1974) distinction between stimuli and objects was important: human 
beings interact with objects instead of just perceiving and responding to stimuli. (Kozulin, 
1998, p. 61.)  
4.1.2 Tools 
From the sociocultural perspective, the concept of tool is significant (Vygotsky, 1978). 
Tools are all those physical, linguistic and intellectual means that we use to try to understand 
our environment and act in it. The use of tools separates human actions from animal actions. 
Kozulin (1998, p. 60) writes: “The constructive principle of the higher mental functions lies 
outside the individual – in psychological tools and interpersonal relations.” According to 
Vygotsky (1981, p. 141): “In the instrumental act, humans master themselves from the outside 
– through psychological tools.” 
This idea of tool mediation is not unique to the early Russian cultural-historical 
psychologists. John Dewey (1917, p. 92, quoted in Cole, 1996, p.109) writes: “Tools and 
works of art are simply prior natural things reshaped for the sake of entering effectively into 
some type of behaviour.” Henri Bergson (1911, p. 146, quoted in Cole, 1996, p. 109) writes: 
“…intelligence is the faculty of manufacturing artificial objects, especially tools for making 
tools....“ C.H. Judd (1926, quoted in Cole, 1996, p. 109) writes: “The tools which man has 
invented are powerful influences in determining the course of civilized life. Through the long 
ages while man has been inventing tools and learning to use them, his mode of individual 
reaction has been undergoing a change”. 
Vygotsky submitted three major classes of mediators: material tools, psychological tools 
and other human beings. Material tools are directed at processes of nature, thus they have only 
an indirect influence on psychological processes. Psychological tools mediate the human 
being’s own psychological processes. By human mediator Vygostky meant “the role of the 
other individual as a mediator of meaning”. (Kozulin, 1998, p. 63.) 
Language is a significant tool of communication and social interaction. We use other 
people’s words and thoughts to express ourselves. To be able to think or communicate people 
need to familiarize themselves with discursive systems. Thinking is discursive and has its 
origin in sociocultural experiences (Säljö, 2001, p. 234, Mercer and Littleton, 2007, p. 50). In 
this study, too, language as a tool has significant meaning in the classroom. Discussions and 
communicative teaching methods have an important role in social interaction, learning and 
understanding. Discussions are methods in trying to understand what students already know 
about a given subject area or what they have learned during the lessons. 
Kozulin (1998) underlines that both psychological and physical tools, as well as 
interpersonal communication, affect a child’s cognitive functions in the course of 
development. Thus, human civilization enforces radical change by converting these “natural” 
functions into “cultural” ones. Human beings can regulate their “natural” psychological 
functions with external symbolic tools. These culturally dependent systems of psychological 
tools make it possible to examine the cultural and historical differences in human cognition. 
Both material and psychological tools are social by nature. Psychological tools control the 
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natural behavioral and cognitive processes of the individual and material tools direct 
processes in nature. (Kozulin, 1998, p. 14.) 
Also, Kozulin (1998) underlines the importance of understanding the mediation of 
meaning by psychological tools. Symbolic artifacts (such as signs and codes) have culturally 
dependent meaning and purpose and may not be understood outside the cultural convention. 
In order to achieve the tool’s instrumental function the meaning of symbolic tools needs to be 
mediated to learners. 
Artifacts are also part of culture. Artifacts can be used as intellectual and physical tools in 
our everyday lives: these include different utensils, measuring instruments, information 
technology and vehicles. Culture can be material or immaterial, all of which are related to 
each other. Material resources develop together with intellectual knowledge. (Säljö, 1999, 
152; Säljö, 2001, p. 27; Cole, 1996, p. 117.) 
In the home economics classroom one example of artifact and tool is measuring cups (1dl, 
1tbsp, 1tsp). For example, one of my immigrant students had difficulties in understanding the 
idea of measuring cups. Different cultures have different measuring methods. When do you 
know that you have enough wheat flour in your bread dough or how much oil or salt you 
should use? In other cultures a daughter may learn by making the dough with her mother. She 
probably knows that the amount of flour or oil is enough when the dough does not stick to her 
hand. In Finland, too, when students have made bread (yeast) dough many times, often they 
do not use measuring cups either. In our culture, at least with teenagers, measuring cups 
clarify the measures, so we have learned to use them in teaching. 
Wartofsky (1979) divides artifacts into a three-level hierarchy: Primary, secondary and 
tertiary artifacts. Primary artifacts are those that are directly used in production, such as tools, 
modes of social organization and technical skills in the use of tools. Secondary artifacts 
(recipes, traditional beliefs, norms, constitutions) are seen as actual physical and perceptual 
embodiments of a mode of action or praxis. The third level of artifacts (such as language and 
mathematics) Wartofsky calls imagined worlds and imaginative artifacts because they can 
come to constitute a relatively autonomous “world”. (Wartofsky, 1979, pp. 199–201; Cole, 
1996, p. 121.) 
Puonti (2004) studied tool-use of three economic-crime investigation cases in Finland. 
She made a heuristic distinction between vertical and horizontal tools; in other words, one 
tool may include both aspects. In her study she described vertical tools as typical for 
hierarchies, intraorganizational, encouraging individual use, prescriptive, authoritative, and as 
ensuring similar use across contexts; horizontal tools were described as typical for networks, 
interorganizational, easy to use in collaboration, communicational, negotiable, and diverging 
in use in different contexts. Economic-crime investigation is traditionally seen as hierarchical. 
Puonti writes that in some cases the old, vertical tools used in investigations are insufficient 
According to Puonti (2004), tools must always be seen as multidimensional, consisting of 
many properties. She underlines that tools should be analyzed only in the context in which 
they are used. It is often impossible to specify the transition between a good or bad tool, old 
or new tool and vertical and horizontal tool. Horizontal tools, for example, are good in 
collaboration but other situations may need vertical tools. 
A multicultural learning environment (for example, the classroom) differs from a 
27 
 
monoculture learning environment. In a multicultural classroom various cultural patterns are 
present in practice. Each culture has its own set of psychological (language, symbols, signs, 
maps) and physical (various utensils, books, pens) tools. People use these culturally 
developed tools differently in different situations. They have learned to interpret things 
differently with different systems of psychological and physical tools (Kozulin, 2003, pp. 15–
17; Cole, 1996, p. 117; Vygotsky, 1978, p. 54). 
This study focuses on a teacher’s work as a meaning maker in a classroom. Tools that 
teachers use in order to clarify working procedures, assignments and other instruction to 
students act as mediators and are a vital part of learning situations. An interesting question is 
what kinds of tools teachers need when working with immigrant students in the home 
economics classroom. How have the students learned to comprehend new information and use 
various tools in their home environment? Tools developed in one culture to make 
understanding easier may only cause more confusion in other cultures. Is it possible for 
teachers to understand how members of other cultures perceive their environment and use 
different tools? 
Furthermore, this study seeks to understand interactive and collaborative learning with 
another individual (adult or peer) in a multicultural classroom. In the following, I will outline 
Vygotsky’s (1978) theory of zone of proximal development, in which assisted performance 
and the concepts related to it play a central role. 
4.1.3 Zone of proximal development 
Vygotsky (1978) outlines three interlinked themes in his writings: 1) dependence on 
genetic or developmental analysis, 2) the argument that social life produces higher mental 
functioning and 3) human action as mediated by cultural tools or signs. The first theme 
implies that it is possible to understand aspects of mental functioning if individuals’ origin 
and their behavioral and historical changes are understood. The second connects higher 
mental functioning (such as thinking and logical memory) with social and individual forms of 
activity. The third claims that psychological and physical tools mediate higher mental 
functioning and human action. Vygotsky sees language as a sign system and psychological 
tool that mediates human action (Wertsch, 1991, pp. 19, 27–29). 
One of Vygotsky’s key concepts is the zone of proximal development (ZPD). The ZPD 
defines those functions that have not yet matured but are in the process of maturation, 
functions that will mature tomorrow but are currently in an embryonic state. These functions 
could be termed as “buds” or “flowers” of development rather than the “fruits” of 
development (Vygotsky, 1978, pp. 86–87). As Cole (1985; 1990) outlines, Vygotsky and his 
students explained development as an interactional process in which children adopt the roles 
of adults through culturally organized activities. They observed behavioral changes and 
characterized those in terms of shifts in control of responsibility. According to Lantolf and 
Thorne (2006), the key principle of ZPD is the difference between the actual level of 
development and the proximal level of development. It can be seen as a conceptual tool to 
help educators understand aspects of students’ emerging capacities.  
An important issue in learning situations is the structuring of children’s learning potential. 
Vygotsky’s theory of the zone of proximal development (ZPD) directs teachers to specify 
students’ learning potential and individual performance before and after learning phases. 
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Students work on ZPD and with their emerging psychological functions simultaneously. 
Teachers need to see the difference between the level of actual performance and the learning 
potential of the student. Together with assisted performance (with teacher, other adult or peer) 
students learn tasks that they could not learn by themselves. The goal of this assisted learning 
situation is to change the child’s actual level of development to zone of the proximal 
development. (Kozulin, 2003, pp. 17–19; Vygotsky, 1978, pp. 85–86.) 
It is challenging for teachers to identify immigrant students’ ZPD. I am used to 
discussions with my dominant culture students to determine what they know already about the 
subject, and how familiar the new subject or area is for them. In this experience with 
immigrants, however, the same kind of interaction was more difficult because of linguistic 
problems. In other words, psychological tools were the problem. The immigrants did not 
understand me or my questions and they would often just nod to show me they understood 
even though they did not understand at all. Cognitive and language demands in the Finnish 
school culture are high, and with immigrants these demands have to be reconsidered. 
4.1.4 Adult guidance and collaboration 
According to Vygostky (1978), learning in school awakens a variety of the child’s internal 
developmental processes, and this is possible only when the child interacts with other people 
in his environment (see also Tuomi-Gröhn, 2003, pp. 204–205; Mercer & Littleton, 2007, 
p.48). As Cole (1985) points out, the idea of the ZPD can be applied to various contexts in 
which there are more capable participants interacting with novices in order to increase 
novices’ relative responsibility until they can assume the responsibility for their learning 
alone.  
According to Vygotsky, teachers need to be aware of students’ cognitive strategies and 
metacognitive skills or lack of them. Mediation is a concept that the Vygotskian theory 
underlines when speaking of cognitive development and learning. The child needs mediating 
agents to achieve higher level of performance. Interaction with another human being (for 
example, the teacher) can help children understand new terms and concepts in a formal school 
setting. At school the teachers work as human mediators while symbols, signs and writings 
can work as symbolic mediators. These symbolic mediators may remain useless (students do 
not understand how to use them as tools) if teachers do not help students understand their 
significance as cognitive tools. For example, students may learn a foreign language by 
memorizing wordlists, but they do not comprehend the use of them. (Kozulin, 2003, p.16; 
Goodman & Goodman, 1990, p. 263.) 
A key issue in this study is teacher’s activities as a mediating agent in the multicultural 
classroom. The question is how to arrange teaching and learning situations so that the students 
with their particular cultural patterns understand the teacher’s messages and advice. 
Sometimes the teacher’s verbal instructions are not enough because of language problems on 
the part of the immigrant students. In such cases the idea of horizontal development and 




4.1.5 Relation between school content and everyday experiences 
According to Vygotsky (1978), theoretical knowledge needs to be built on children’s 
everyday knowledge. Everyday knowledge mediates the learning of the new. In this way 
school knowledge is understood and becomes functional. In other words, the development of 
scientific concepts both depends on and builds upon an already existing set of everyday 
concepts. If this relation is successful, children can use school learned knowledge as a tool to 
analyze their everyday practices. Thus, children’s perception and use of everyday knowledge 
is transformed by interacting with theoretical knowledge. As Hedegaard, Chaiklin and 
Pedraza (2001, p.122) put it: “The meeting between the children’s everyday life and the 
content of formal education provides the opportunity to simultaneously address intellectual 
development and motivational development.” The zone of proximal development can be 
understood so that the upper level of the zone is subject matter knowledge that the child is 
about to learn and the lower level is related to the everyday experience and knowledge the 
child has (Moll, 1990, p.10; Panofsky, John-Steiner & Blackwell, 1990, pp. 251–252; 
Hedegaard, Chaiklin & Pedraza, 2001, p. 122; see also Tuomi-Gröhn, 2003, p. 205). 
Vygotsky (1978) conceptualizes pedagogical activities as essential parts of learning. At 
school, teachers, other adults or peers work together with the students, the goal of these 
interactional practices being a change in students’ thinking. This assisted learning helps 
students master scientific and everyday concepts.  
In school instruction children elaborate socially available skills and knowledge that they 
will come to internalize (the idea of ZPD). School instruction (teacher) should be aware of the 
children’s historical and cultural setting in which they have lived or live in order to 
understand their actual level of development. This makes it possible to combine children’s 
concepts based on social practice with the concepts presented by the teacher in the 
instructional setting (Vygotsky, 1978, pp. 130–131). Learning of both concepts may be 
difficult for children from other cultural and linguistic backgrounds because they have more 
academic difficulties in learning reading, math and science than do children from mainstream 
backgrounds (Westby & Torres-Velasques, 2000, p.101). According to Kozulin (1998), the 
absence or insufficiency of earlier experiences of formal learning may be related to 
educational problems of immigrant children, such as difficulties in learning. 
Immigrant students must deal with cross-cultural differences in cognition and learning 
practices. Learners also differ within one culture. Learning patterns are related to learning 
material, special uses of language, and special forms of problem solving. Prerequisites of 
school-based learning may be formed in the course of spontaneous interaction together with 
parents, peers or other carriers of the culture (Kozulin, 1998, p. 129). 
Guile and Griffiths (2001) discuss learning that occurs between and within the different 
contexts of education and work. In their study, they argue for supporting students by relating 
their vertical development more closely to their horizontal development. Vertical 
development has to do with an individual’s hierarchy of knowledge and skills while 
horizontal development concerns learning that occurs when the individual changes from one 
context to another (school and work). The latter arises from the sociocultural theory, 
according to which students’ work or school experience may cause changes in their sense of 
identity, and work in different organizational settings may affect their capacity to develop 
new mediating concepts. Horizontal movement originates in Engeström, Engeström and 
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Kärkkäinen (1995, p. 320): “In their work, experts operate and move between multiple 
parallel activity contexts. These multiple contexts demand and afford different, 
complementary but also conflicting cognitive tools, rules and patterns of social interaction. 
Criteria of expert knowledge and skill are different in the various contexts. Experts face the 
challenge of negotiating and combining ingredients from different contexts to achieve hybrid 
solutions.” 
Home economics as a school subject is strongly related to students’ everyday life. Their 
home culture is present more during home economics lessons than during their other classes. 
It is easy for home economics teacher to transfer a learned content area to the home context or 
to apply students’ home experiences in school. Or is it? In multicultural classrooms there are 
many home contexts present at the same time. To the teacher, the most familiar home context 
or home culture to teacher is probably the one she/he represents. 
Based on the cultural-historical theory Engeström (2004) emphasizes how multifaceted, 
mobile and rich interaction is in its variations of content and form. Initiated in the 1920s and 
1930s by Russian psychologists Vygotsky (1978) and Leontjev (1978), the cultural-historical 
activity theory is interested in examining the communicative and interactional processes of 
work activity. The theoretical framework of this study is based on the sociocultural approach 
but the unit of analysis is further clarified by differentiating the levels of activity based on the 
thoughts of Leontjev (1978). 
4.1.6 Object orientation and levels of activity 
According to Russian cultural-historical scholars, the human psyche and behavior are to 
be understood according to historically developed activity that is object-oriented and mediated 
by cultural tools and signs. One of the basic issues of activity theory is the idea of object-
oriented activity (Engeström, 1995, p. 69). As Engeström (2004) outlines, the object is an 
issue or a problem that participants work on. The object of interaction is difficult to define. In 
interaction participants are connected to the object and each other. As Engeström (1987) 
mentions, collective activity is connected to the object and motive, of which the individual 
subjects are often not consciously aware. On the contrary, individual action is connected to a 
more or less conscious goal. Leontjev (1977) emphazised that object-directed activity need to 
be differentiated from goal-directed action. Activity can be defined as long-span and 
collective (activity) whereas actions have goals but are relatively short-span. Activity is put 
into practice through actions and the same action can serve many activities.  
Leontjev (1981, p. 213) separated activity, action and operation (Figure 5). Engeström 
(1995) sees this separation of activity and actions as a historically significant step. According 
to Leontjev (1981), differentiating actions from activity will generate conscious meanings, 
goals and plans. Separation combines macrolevel (activity) and microlevel (actions). 
Leontjev’s (1981) example of the “primeval collective hunt” describes the difference. In 
hunting, the participants’ activity is regulated and motivated by the game as an object. In 
order to catch the animal, hunters need to divide various duties among each other. One 
important role is the beater, who frightens the game into running. This beater’s action is in 
contradiction with the whole activity (because game is chased instead of caught), but serves 
the activity if the meaning or motive is understood (when game runs the hunters may catch it). 
Operations are formed when actions are automatized (for example routine work in factory).  
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Figure 5. Levels of activity (Leontjev, 1977) 
Continuous transformation occurs between levels of activity (presented above). It is 
possible to individualize an activity into actions, which, when they become routine, are 
transformed into operations. If operations are used in new contexts they may open up new 
goals or grow into new actions. (Engeström, 1995, p. 44.)  
Kuutti (1995, p. 27) clarifies the relationship between activity and actions: “Activities are 
realized as individual and cooperative actions, and chains and networks of such actions, 
related to each other by the same overall object and motive. Participating in an activity is 
performing conscious actions that have an immediate, defined goal. The actions cannot really 
be understood, however, without a frame of reference created by the corresponding activity.” 
In this study, the level of analysis when exploring interaction in the multicultural 
classroom is the individual and his/her goal directed actions (see Figure 6) because it is not 
possible to analyze collective activity as a whole on the basis of video-data. In my analysis, I 
will refer to Goffman (1963), who has differentiated individuals’ interaction in a social 
situation into focused and unfocused interaction (see more in Chapter 6.1). 
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Figure 6, Leontjev’s levels of activity are visualized further by applying units and 
directing factors to home economics education. In this study, the main interest is on the 
individual/group level. An example of the action of an individual (here a student) in this study 
is combining the ingredients of a pancake batter. The goal here is eating pancakes. An 
example of a collective activity is a learning activity in home economics classroom with the 
object of everyday life management. One example of action that is easily rutinezed and 
transformed into an operation in home economics education is doing the dishes because it is 
done regularly. The directing factor in this operation can be a clean kitchen (for the next 
group of students who will work in the same classroom). An example of a cluster of actions 
are, for instance, baking a bread, preparing vegetable soup and doing the dessert. The goal or 
motive here can be a whole meal for the group of students. 
Before explaining in more detail how interaction in the multicultural home economics 
classroom is analyzed in this study, I will briefly present some sociocultural studies in which 
teaching arrangements are planned by connecting immigrant students’ culture with their 
everyday lives. 
4.2 Challenges of multicultural teaching based on the sociocultural approach 
4.2.1 Previous applications 
If teachers want to develop sociocultural consciousness they need to look beyond 
individual students and families to understand inequities in society. Villegas and Lucas (2007) 
write: “Teachers need to know something about their students' family makeup, immigration 
history, favorite activities, concerns, and strengths. Teachers should also be aware of their 
students' perceptions of the value of school knowledge, their experiences with the different 
subject matters in their everyday settings, and their prior knowledge of and experience with 
specific topics in the curriculum” (Villegas & Lucas, 2007, p. 30). 
According to Vygotsky (1998), by creating the relation between subject matter knowledge 
and children’s everyday knowledge, children will be able to use school learned knowledge in 
their everyday lives. Thus, everyday knowledge provides the living knowledge for the 
development of subject matter knowledge (Moll, 1990, p. 10). When Moll and Greenberg 
(1990) studied households' social histories and the transmission of knowledge and skills in 
one Hispanic community in Tucson, social sharing of the knowledge in households' 
functioning was labeled as the exchange of funds of knowledge.  
Learning is a social process that not only takes place “between the ears.” Larger 
contextual, historical, political and ideological frameworks that affect students’ lives is are 
linked with their learning as well. The concept of funds of knowledge is based on the idea that 
people are competent, they have knowledge, and their life experiences have given them that 
knowledge. In the school world this means that students already possess knowledge in their 
households. Teachers work as researchers for conceptualizing, identifying and documenting 
this knowledge to be used it in classrooms. In other words, if teachers understand the ways in 
which people make sense of their everyday lives it also affects schooling practices and 
students’ learning. (Gonzalez, Moll & Amanti, 2005, p. 1.) 
The project of culturally sensitive teaching, designed by Hedegaard, Chaiklin and Pedraza 
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(2001) and carried out with Puerto Rican children in New York, demonstrated that children's 
motivational and intellectual development grows when their everyday lives go hand in hand 
with the knowledge that is learned in schools. The project showed that cultural identity is a 
relation between individual and context. Hefflin (2002) studied literacy lessons using 
pedagogy relevant students' cultural background and outlined “Three key theoretical 
principles”: 1) The researcher has to use literature when representing students’ authentic 
cultures, cultural knowledge and backgrounds they know and live. 2) The methods must suit 
community interaction patterns that are essential to students’ learning outside school. 3) 
Materials (cultural patterns of students’ everyday lives) and methods together with result 
became “culturally relevant pedagogy”. 
All the studies mentioned above agree that if teaching arrangements in an educational 
setting are planned through immigrant students’ culture, so that they are connected to their 
everyday lives, there is growth in students’ motivational aspects (Vygotsky, 1998; Hedegaard 
et al. 2001; Moll & Greenberg, 1990; Hefflin, 2002). As Hedegaard (2001) has concluded, 
discussions and collaborative methods have an important role when understanding 
multicultural students and “otherness” better. Also, the Vygotskian perspective on students 
constructing their knowledge through experience, as well as the Vygotskian theory of ZPD 
and connecting students’ everyday lives and subject matter knowledge, would be useful if 
adapted to the classroom level.  
Discussions and collaborative methods, as mentioned above (Hedegaard et al. 2001; Moll 
& Greenberg, 1990; Villegas & Lucas, 2007), are fruitful methods to study interaction in the 
multicultural classroom. In relation to the Vygotskian perspective and the culturally sensitive 
home economics classroom, the content of home economics offers many opportunities to 
bring immigrants’ knowledge to a practical level and connect a school subject to students’ 
everyday lives. One method could be the relating of immigrant students’ typical food cultures 
and household routines to take care of household to the contents of the home economics 
course. The home economics teacher and other students could also be seen as knowledgeable 
mentors who provide tools for understanding. 
In this study, the central issue is how immigrant students’ cultural backgrounds and 
everyday lives are reflected during interaction in classrooms of home economics. This is done 
by observing them in a multicultural classroom setting.  
4.2.2 Towards a deeper understanding of multicultural interaction 
During the academic year the data collection (see Table 4) was put into practice. The goal 
of the autumn semester was to do an ethnographic prestudy, to get to know the school culture 
and the students, read scientific literacy, keep a reflective diary and formulate the study 
themes and the aims of the main study. At the same time I worked as a teacher in 
multicultural classes at school. The idea was that the reflective diary, discussions with the 
students and colleagues, and working in the school culture would help me to understand the 
study object as a whole. After the prestudy, I ended up with three central themes that I 
decided to continue with in my main study: 1) Teacher’s activities, 2) Collaboration and 
interaction in the classroom and 3) Cultural background of the student. 
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 Table 4. Phases of the data collection 
After analyzing the autumn experience, the idea was to deepen my understanding of 
multicultural classroom interaction and continue with the themes raised in the prestudy. 
Therefore, I changed roles from teacher to observer and began videotaping with one class of 
seventh graders during the spring semester. My first idea was to work as a researcher and 
teacher during the videotaping but during the prestudy I realized that classroom situations 
were so intense that sharp observations would have been impossible combined with teaching. 
That is why I decided to find another teacher for this class and only observe closely.  
In the following chapter I will further explain the idea behind observation and 
videotaping. First, the data analysis will be grounded by refocusing on the research questions. 






Four classes (7th, 8th,9th graders) One class (7th graders)
Videotaping
Observation
Researcher worked as an observerResearcher worked as a teacher
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5 REFOCUSED RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND DATA 
COLLECTION 
Rekar: Teacher! What do I mix with? What do I mix with? What do I mix with? 
Teacher: With a whisk. 
Rekar: With a whisk? (Takes an electric whisk) 
Teacher: Not an electric whisk. A basic whisk. 
Rekar: This one? 
Teacher: Yes. 
(26 April 2004) 
5.1 Research questions 
A lesson of home economics is full of interactive situations. Students need to work 
together in order to complete their learning tasks. Also, the teacher’s guidance is needed. As a 
result of the ethnographic prestudy, I realized that interaction between teacher and students in 
a multicultural class is challenging. Vygotsky (1978) stresses that collective forms of 
behavior and social cooperation affect human development. As Vygotsky (1978, p. 90) puts 
it: “Learning awakens a variety of internal developmental processes that are able to operate 
only when the child is interacting with people in his environment and in cooperation with 
peers.” Furthermore, with assisted performance (with teacher or peer) students learn things 
that they could not learn by themselves (for the idea of ZPD, see more in Chapter 4.1.3). One 
aim of an analysis of the videotaped data is to better understand the successful moments and 
troublesome situations during interactive classroom work. This is done by analyzing 
classroom work through the teacher’s and students’ actions. (Research question 1.) 
1. What characterizes interaction in a multicultural home economics classroom?  
According to Vygotsky (1978) subject matter knowledge needs to be built on a child’s 
everyday knowledge. The development of scientific concepts both depends and builds upon 
an already existing set of everyday concepts. Vygotsky (1962, p.116) writes: “Scientific 
concepts grow down through spontaneous concepts and spontaneous concepts grow up 
through scientific concepts.” Home economics as a subject area is full of situations where 
(immigrant) students have their own (and sometimes different) experiences of the learning 
task under discussion. This subject also offers possibilities for students to transfer their 
knowledge from one context to another. (Research question 2.) 
2. How are immigrant students’ everyday experiences and cultural background 
related to class content during classroom practices?  
As Kozulin (1998, p. 63) puts it: By human mediator Vygotsky meant “the role of the 
other individual as a mediator of meaning.” Teachers work as mediating agents in a 
classroom. Immigrant students challenge the teacher’s traditional role during classroom 
practices. This study therefore aims to examine the teacher’s position as a human mediator in 
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a multicultural classroom, and to outline the kind of pedagogical tools the teacher uses as well 
as how they are used in a multicultural classroom. (Research question 3.)  
3. What kind of tools does the teacher use in a multicultural home economics 
classroom? 
After an analysis of the prestudy, the second part of the study was put into practice. The 
following is an explanation of how the data was collected. 
5.2 Data collection and classroom arrangements 
5.2.1 Planning the lessons 
The data of the second part of the study was collected by videotaping interaction in a 
multicultural classroom in the same school in which the ethnographic prestudy was done. I 
chose the seventh class as my study object (out of all classes I had taught before) because it 
had the greatest number of immigrants
6
. Even though I tried to study classroom work mainly 
through this one class I also tried to gain an understanding of the school and classroom culture 
through all the classes I taught, through students that I met outside the classroom, through 
everyday practices, and through people and experiences in the teachers’ room and dining hall. 
Because of my decision to work as an observer during videotaping I needed to find 
another teacher for the class under study. The teacher chosen
7
 studied home economics at the 
University of Helsinki but had a great deal of teaching experience, and had taught immigrant 
students earlier. Before she started to teach the class we discussed my study, what I had done 
and what kind of experiences I had had. We also talked about the school (other teachers, the 
classroom, the students and their backgrounds), and together we planned the content (subject 
matter and food prepared) of the lessons that she was going to teach. She observed me during 
one teaching and learning session (three hours) before she started her work (in order to get to 
know the students), and at the same time we also explained to the students and other teachers 
what her role as a teacher and my role as a researcher would be during the forthcoming 
lessons. 
In this school home economics was taught to 7
th
 graders three hours per week. The other 
teacher taught and I observed seven three-hour sessions (21 hours) of home economics 
(during two months). I used one movable digital video camera during the lessons, changing 
my position according to the discussions and learning activities in the classroom (see the 
floorplan in Figure 7). 
                                                 
6
 12 students, nine immigrants: see table 3. 
7
 In this study I use the word “she” because most of the home economics teachers are female. 
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When we planned the content of the lessons to be studied we took several things into 
consideration. First, the school’s curriculum as well as my own plans (what I had already 
taught and what needed to be taught). Second, I kept my research questions in mind (see 
Chapter 5.1) even though I did not want the questions to affect the other teacher’s work. 
Third, we discussed her ideas. She had her own teaching experience with immigrant students 
and we discussed situations in which she had succeeded with her students and where she had 
not.  
The National Curriculum of the comprehensive school in Finland (2004) defines the basic 
contents and goals of home economics lessons in every school. During the videotaping the 
1994 version of the National Curriculum was valid. One main goal was to develop students’ 
skills in daily activities. These daily activities include practical skills (which include basic 
cooking, baking and cleaning terms and methods, how to take care of one’s own clothes), 
social skills (such as how to work cooperatively in the classroom) and knowledge acquiring 
skills (such as how to use books or the internet). Health issues and the students’ background 
and personal growth also need to be taken into consideration during the lessons (The basics of 
the National Curriculum of the comprehensive school in Finland, 1994).  
Table 5. Contents of the home economics sessions studied 
Before (and during) every session we (I and my colleague) planned the learning 
assignments, food preparation and recipes. We discussed how the teacher could promote the 
students’ understanding. We assumed that the teacher’s demonstrations and concentrating on 
language (such as the names of utensils) would help.  
We did not have precisely planned teaching methods. The plan was that the teacher would 
use different teaching methods than she had used before, and would be flexible according to 
the demands of every situation. We planned that every three-hour-session would include 
discussions about issues learned (such as special diets), demonstrations (such as how to cut a 
broiler into pieces) shared with everyone, individual demonstrations (how the dough is 
divided into pieces of equal size), so-called teacher centered phases (explaining a recipe) and 
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2 April  2004
Broiler sauce and rice, 
orange dessert
Different Easter traditions
How to debone a broiler
16 April  2004 Pancakes
The idea of recycling,
What can be recycled?
23 April  2004
Spinach pie and
Tiramisu
Reasons for buying 
something, being a wise 
consumer, milk products
30 April  2004
Pasties,french bread, 
short bread, candies 
and drinks
Why do Finns celebrate May 




student centered parts (practical work). The timing of these were not precisely planned ahead 
of time. As the ethnographic prestudy shows, classroom situations were unpredictable and the 
teacher needed to act flexibly, sometimes in surprising situations. Thus, different teaching 
methods and various teaching and learning situations were both planned and unplanned.  
For the above-mentioned reasons we did not have any detailed script for the lessons. The 
plan was that the teacher would start with theoretical issues and continue to recipes and food 
preparation. After this the students would start to prepare food in small groups and then eat 
together. At the end of the session (three 45 min. lessons) students would wash their dishes, 
after which there would be a short theoretical revision.  
5.2.2 Ethical considerations in this study 
As Kvale (1996) points out, many ethical questions and risks are involved when carrying 
out qualitative research and collecting data near the study object. Kuula (2006) notes that 
misunderstandings or mistakes that have to do with communication and understanding may 
occur. A researcher may not be sure whether the participants are well enough informed, 
whether participation is really voluntary, and whether confidentiality is possible. Also, a 
researcher’s understanding of the situation researched is partial and incomplete. 
With immigration research, a researcher confronts challenges in linguistics as well as in 
cultural differences and understanding. Stanfield (1993a) mentions that when doing 
immigration research various cultural stereotypes may affect the questions posed or analysis. 
Before starting to collect the data for this study, I considered whether it was wise to work with 
immigrant students in junior high school and collect the data there. I considered the 
justifications for the whole research project. Even though I asked for permission to do the 
research and to videotape the classroom situations, and explained the idea behind my 
research, I still wondered whether it was the right thing to do. I was not certain that the 
students or their parents were actually aware of what was involved.  
I reflected on whether I, with little experience of teaching young immigrants, would be 
able to perceive the “right” issues or problems in classroom situations. Conversely, I justified  
to myself that my lack of experience was an advantage because I would question almost 
everything. I also considered whether it was possible to find evidence of cultural aspects in 
the classroom situations. I had been teaching various groups of teenagers for five years and 
had seen easy, smooth, challenging and difficult interactive classroom situations. I felt that if 
“being an immigrant” was only part of a young person’s background it would not affect 
classroom situation. What I mean is that students have different backgrounds and 
temperaments and they behave in various ways in various situations for various reasons. How, 
then, would it be possible to discern the most representative events characterizing interaction 
in a multicultural classroom? In addition, home economics is a subject that allows more 
access to a student’s private life because students very often share their home experiences in 
home-like situations in the classroom. Kuula (2006) points out that a researcher needs to be 
tactful and protect the privacy and confidentiality of the students.  
On the other hand, it was an easy choice to ask another teacher to teach during the 
videotaping and to change my role from teacher to researcher. The experiences during 
prestudy had shown that teaching and sharp observations would be an impossible combination 
with this multicultural class. At the same time, I was aware that the students changed their 
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behavior when the other teacher was in the classroom. I had had difficulties in the beginning 
so assumedly the other teacher would have them as well. I felt I had gained rapport with the 
students and they had adapted to my role in the classroom, but what would happen when the 
roles changed? The final conclusion was that all things considered, changing roles would best 
serve the research project. 
5.2.3 Videotaping the lessons  
I used one digital video camera to videotape the lessons. The camera was placed near the 
teacher’s table and near the earlier mentioned round table. From this place it was possible to 
videotape students’ practical work in five small kitchens as well as their discussions and 
reactions when they had gathered around the round table. When the students had their meal it 
was possible to use the same camera by turning it in the other direction and videotaping their 
discussions. Figure 7, shows the floorplan of the home economics classroom where the 




Figure 7. Floorplan of the home economics classroom  
The classroom had five small kitchens, where students worked during the practical part of 
the lesson. Te camera, blackboard, teacher’s table and round table were placed in the front 
part of the classroom. The office and washing room were located in the back part of the 
classroom. 
At the beginning of the sessions we organized the students’ chairs so that they were near 
the teacher’s table and the blackboard during the demonstrations and educational discussions. 
In this way they were able to see the written text better, hear the teacher’s voice, and probably 
understand her words better. Also, it was easier to observe the students’ behavior (I had had 
disciplinary problems with them; see Chapter 3). In some cases the students sat around the 
dining tables during the theory parts of the sessions. The teacher moved around during the 
three-hour sessions. During the students’ practical work she helped the students in the five 
small kitchens. Both teacher and students ate the food prepared around the dining tables. The 
students did not go to the office and rarely to the washing room. I as a researcher sat mostly 
beside the teacher’s table from where it was possible to see whole class and adjust the camera 
if it was needed. 
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We put one big round table (R) in the middle of the classroom where we collected all the 
ingredients, the utensils and the dishes that were used during one session. This make it 
possible to have a discussion with the students (when they gathered together around the 
table). The idea was to hear the students’ opinions about the ingredients and utensils being 
used, and to discuss how they had used them before and which were new for them. 
One interesting issue was the students’ ability to cooperate with each other. We tried not 
to supervise this because it was interesting to see how it naturally occurred in this group. 
However, before every lesson my colleague and I discussed the best way to divide the group 
in pairs or in smaller groups if they could not decide this themselves. 
In the following, an analysis of the videodata is presented, starting with the theoretical 
basis that guided the analysis. 
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6 ANALYSIS OF THE VIDEODATA 
Teacher: How many of you know what a vegetarian diet means? 
Van: I know what a vegetarian is. 
Teacher: Would you tell us? 
Van: Eats vegetables. 
Ahmed: Not a predator. 
(19 March 2004) 
6.1 Theoretical basis for analyzing interaction in a multicultural classroom
In this study, an essential part of the analysis of multicultural classroom interaction is 
object orientation, which is the main feature of activity. Object orientation of interaction 
needs to be understood in order to understand interaction. The object is the issue or question 
that the participants (teacher and students) work on. In interaction people are connected to the 
object and to each other. It is important to note that in my analysis objects are individual 
goals not collective objects in the same meaning as on the collective level (see more about this 
in Figure 6). The elements of interaction can be illustrated with the following figures (8–10) 
of Engeström (2004), based on earlier work by Raeithel (1983). The figures describe the 
quality of interaction and are called coordination, cooperation and communication 
(Engeström, 2004, p.106).
Figure 8. Structure of coordination (Engeström, 2004, p. 107) 
In Figure 8 above, all the participants of interaction have their own objects. They do not 
share an object. All participants care only about their own interests. Script in this figure means 
the division of roles that regulate interaction (Engeström, 2004, p. 107). 
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Figure 9. Structure of cooperation (Engeström, 2004, p. 108) 
In Figure 9 all the participants have a shared object, and they try to structure and develop 
it instead of only playing their own role and being concerned with their own interests. The 
participants follow a planned script. Cooperation often produces new, concrete solutions for 
problems (Engeström, 2004, p. 108) 
Figure 10. Structure of communication (Engeström, 2004, p. 109) 
In Figure 10 all the participants direct their attention to a shared object, interaction and 
script of interaction. They reflectively evaluate and develop the object, the script and style of 
interaction together (Engeström, 2004, p. 109). 
In Figure 8–Figure 10 tools should be placed between the participants and object. In 
shared interactive situations, tools of object-oriented activity as well as communicational 
tools, are needed (Engeström, 2004, p. 114). 
It is possible to divide discussions analytically into episodes and, further, into themes
according to topics of conversation. By classifying these episodes and themes it is possible to 
clarify the object orientation of the discussion (Engeström, 2004, pp. 106, 109–110).  
In this study, the above-mentioned Figure 8–Figure 10 are used to clarify multicultural 
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interaction in the home economics classroom. Also, Goffman’s (1963) idea of focused and 
unfocused interaction is applied together with Leontjev’s (1977) definition of action 
(presented in Chapter 4.1.6). Videodata is analyzed through participants’ (teacher and 
students) focusedness of actions. As Goffman (1963, p. 24) writes, focused interaction means 
interaction that occurs when persons gather close to each other and act together in order to 
maintain shared attention. Goffman (1963) also uses the concept unfocused interaction, which 
occurs when someone notices the presence of another person when she/he momentarily enters 
his/her horizon. Unfocused interaction can also be defined as "communication by gestures and 
signals that arises simply through actors being co-present, as in the case, for example, of body 
language."  
Furthermore, Korvela’s (2003) study helped to perceive interaction in the multicultural 
classroom. She studied the lives of three families by videotaping their everyday life situations 
in their homes. The study examined interaction in the homes and was based on the cultural-
historical activity theory. Korvela divided the videotaped data into sequences and episodes. 
The episodes were determined according to how family members’ acts focused on shared or 
separate objects. Korvela’s concept object presented in her study originates from Goffman’s 
context of focused interaction.  
Because the simultaneous action of many people were analyzed in classroom situations, I 
applied Korvela’s (2003) idea of analysis of interaction. Korvela divided the interaction of 
videotaped data into sequences and further into smaller parts, functional episodes. Korvela 
found sequences (similar functional units) by going through everyday life situations of the 
families she had videotaped. Korvela defined functional episodes by analyzing the 
focusedness of actions of family members. She determined an epsiode according to the 
focusedness of the object.  
My focus is on interaction in the multicultural classroom, including the teacher’s and 
students’ actions. School activity is carried out through actions in the classroom. Hence 
actions and focusedness of actions are analyzed. Interaction in this study was divided into 
parts and the actualized script was defined from the videotaped sessions (three-lesson block). 
The script in the study is the known or unknown plan that shows how interaction proceeds. In 
a new situation script can be undefined or vulnerable to disturbances. It is a gradual 
description of the events from a starting point to an ending point. At the same time it includes 
“the division of roles” and it determines what kind of interests or perspectives the participants 
are expected to have (Engeström, 2004, p. 114). The traditional script of home economics 
lessons was described in Olsoni’s text in Chapter 2.1.  
In the following, Figure 11 outlines the phases of the analysis. 
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Figure 11. Phases of the analysis in this study 
The data was divided into seven units, one unit of analysis being one videotaped session 
(three-lesson block). All sessions included similar parts that were named sequences. The 
whole data was transcribed and the sequences were divided into themes according to the 
issues the participants discussed and worked on. After that, the data was divided into episodes 
according to the participants’ focusedness of actions (of objects). Through this division it was 
possible to analyze the quality of interaction, the teacher’s actions as a mediator of meaning, 
her tool-use and connections between the students’ everyday lives and home economics. As 
explained later, deviations from the script, aka disturbances appeared and the questions posed, 
were also analyzed in order to understand the interaction more precisely. 
In the following, a more detailed analysis of the data will be presented, starting with 
observation of the videotapes and ending with sequences, themes and episodes.  
6.2 “Rough analysis” of the videotaped data 
The data (21 hours of authentic learning situations) was transferred from a digital video 
camera to a computer and then transferred to a digital versatile disc (DVD). The data was 
analyzed by examining interactive educational situations. I watched collected data from the 
DVD and divided the classroom activities into sequences, themes and episodes. The 
classroom activities were then “divided into units” and analyzed.  
In this analysis the students were given imaginary names. Nine of the students were 
immigrants and two were from the dominant culture. During this data analysis the word 
researcher was used to refer to me and the word teacher refer to the other home economics 
teacher who taught the class. The word participants referred to both the students and teacher. 
The term session means a block of three lessons (3 x 45 min.) of home economics, which the 
multicultural class had once a week. DVD-taped data of the study includes seven sessions. In 
this study, a lesson is one hour (45 min.) inside the sessions. 
Action in the classroom included rich interactive situations that were not easy to grasp. I 
started to analyze the collected data by watching it (seven 3-hour sessions) over and over 
again. First, a “rough version” of what happened during the lessons was outlined. Situations 
in which teacher and students had problems in understanding each other and the lively 
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Then different sessions were compared with each other. At this point I needed to transcribe 
the collected data and systematically divide it into smaller units. 
Overall, similar parts of the scripts of the seven sessions were found and marked. These 
parts were named as sequences. Then, an overall analysis of the sequences was outlined. After 
this, different topical themes inside the sequences were marked. Using this division, I began 
to outline the scripts of the different sessions. During a rough analysis of the data I realized 
that it was necessary to specify the start and the end of different sequences, themes and 
episodes.  
6.3 Detailed analysis of the teaching and learning sessions 
6.3.1 Sequences of the sessions 
Table 6 demonstrates the script of all seven sessions. Although we (I and the other 
teacher) did not plan the structure of the sessions in the following way beforehand, all 
sessions included most of the sequences below. The only exception was Theory 2 sequence, 
which did not exist in two sessions.  
Table 6. Different sequences of the sessions 
All sessions had a similar structure overall. The sessions started with an organizing 
sequence (O), during which students came to the classroom (some of the students came later 
than others) and found their books and notebooks. The students were interested in asking the 
teacher questions, they also had discussions with each other.  
Theory 1 sequence (T1) followed. The teacher explained the subject of the day and 
discussed it with the students. The sequence included teaching parts, discussions and 
assignments for the students, and familiarized students with new utensils, ingredients and 
terms.  
After that, the students and teacher talked about the recipes and working procedures of the 
day and started the practical sequence (P). During this sequence the students baked or cooked, 





















around in the small kitchens, gave demonstrations and helped students do their assignments, 
and understand the recipes or working procedures.  
The practical sequence was followed by the meal sequence (M) when the students and the 
teacher ate the food the students had prepared.  
The ending sequence (EN) was preceded by Theory 2 sequence (T2), in which the teacher 
had a revision of Theory 1 sequence or the students did assignments and were given 
homework. 
In Chapter 2.1 one lesson structure used 118 years ago in the pedagogical cooking school 
in Helsinki is described. It seems that the script “model” of sequences in this data originates 
from there. Even though the duration of the lessons was different 118 years ago, the students 
worked in a similar order. First they had theory, after which they did the practical work and 
lastly they ate the prepared food and cleaned the kitchen. Table 7 outlines the duration of all 
sequences of the taped sessions. 

















Organizing 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5min. 
Theory 1 15 25 30 15 20 15 15 19 min. 
Practice 70 50 70 65 75 55 60 64 min. 
Meal 25 20 20 20 25 25 25 23 min. 
Theory 2 10 10 5 15 - 20 - 9 min. 
Ending 10 15 5 10 5 10 10 9 min. 
 
The average duration of the organizing sequence was five minutes of the session. Theory 
1 sequence took an average of 19 minutes of the time during all sessions while the practical 
sequence took an average of 64 minutes. The meal sequence took an average of 23 minutes 
and Theory 2 sequence took an average of nine minutes. Lastly, the ending sequence took an 
average of nine minutes. 
6.3.2 Themes of the sequences 
The sequences of the sessions were reviewed in depth and divided into themes. The 
themes were determined according to the subject matter of the lesson. Table 31. Themes and 
sequences of the data (in Appendix 2) illustrates the division of themes together with the 
sequences. Even though the analysis of this data concentrates on the above-mentioned 
sequences and episodes explained next, the division into themes provided me with a whole 
picture of the differences between seven sessions on a practical level. The themes explain 
what the students did in the classroom and in which order. Also, they illustrate what the 




6.3.3 Episodes of the sequences  
Sequences were divided into episodes according to the focusedness of participants’ 
actions. Two examples of actions that were focused on the same object was when the teacher 
and students discussed reasons for a person’s special diet or when they discussed problematic 
places in a recipe. Sequences in which participants were able to focus on the same object at 
the same time were the organizing, Theory 1, Theory 2 and the ending sequences. In these it 
was possible to divide episodes into two categories: 1) focused episodes, in which 
participants’ actions were focused on the same object at the same time or 2) individually 
focused episodes, in which participants’ actions were focused on different objects. During the 
practical sequences participants’ actions were intentionally focused on different objects 
because they worked in small groups in five small kitchens at the same time and the teacher 
walked around helping with various problems. Also, during the meal sequences participants’ 
actions were focused on different objects. One exception was the demonstration that the 
teacher organized during the practical sequences, during which the participants had a shared 
object that they worked on at the same time; consequently, these episodes were possible to 
divide into focused or individually focused episodes. 
6.3.4 Focus of analysis and research questions 
The analysis of the videodata aims to understand the sometimes problematic interaction in 
a multicultural classroom. The ethnographical prestudy in a multicultural classroom (Chapter 
3) answered the following research question: What characterizes teaching and interaction in 
classrooms where diversity in the form of ethnicity and language is introduced? An analysis 
of the videodata will help elucidate the answer to this first question.  
This videodata analysis also aims at answering the previous three research questions (see 
Chapter 5.1). In Table 8 the research questions are introduced together with concepts used in 
the analysis and in relation to the Vygotskian perspective. 
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Table 8. Research questions and theoretical concepts used in the analysis and in relation to 
Vygotsky 
The analysis of the first research question is centered on the focusedness of participants’ 
actions. The data includes seven sessions, and the scripts of the sessions are structured into 
sequences. A) Questions and disturbances during the sequences are analyzed. The reason for 
analyzing these is that both were numerous during the sessions. Thus, an analysis of questions 
and disturbances explains and clarifies interaction more because it reveals the students’ voice. 
B) Sequences are divided further into themes and episodes according to the focusedness of 
actions and C) The quality of interaction is illustrated by using levels of coordination and 
cooperation (Figure 8, Figure 9). 
The analysis of the second research question is based on episodes and aims to find the 
relation between school-learned knowledge and the immigrant students’ everyday lives. 
Home economics as a subject area is full of topics of which immigrant students have their 
own and sometimes different experiences related to learning tasks in lessons.  
The analysis of the third research question aims to understand the teacher’s actions as a 
mediator of meaning in a multicultural classroom. This is done by analyzing the teacher’s 
tool-use during the episodes. 
In the following chapter the results of the analyzed data will be introduced. The results 
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research question; Chapter 7.2 centers on research question two; Chapter 7.3 concentrates on 
research question three; and Chapter 7.4 is reserved for conclusions. As Miettinen (2000, p. 
277) points out, “object construction is a part of a process in which a subject, an object, means 
and tools of construction, and social relations are simultaneously established and 
transformed.” Also, Engeström (1990, p. 181) writes: “tools are dependent on the object of 
actions.” Therefore, I want to emphasize that even though focusedness of actions, connections 
with students’ everyday lives, the teacher’s role as mediating agent and tool-use are analyzed 
separately in different chapters, they are all deeply interconnected in the interactive situations. 
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7 INTERACTION IN THE HOME ECONOMICS CLASSROOM 
Teacher: I will tell you. Do it like this. Water here and then the batter won’t stick to your 
hands. 
Karim: What do you do? Oh, like that. 
Teacher: Look. This is hot. Rotate them first. Do three steaks at a time. Are you listening? 
Brown the meat first and then put it in the oven. 
Karim: Ok. 
(26 March 2004) 
7.1 Interaction in the multicultural home economics classroom 
After watching the videodata many times, it was apparent that interaction in a 
multicultural home economics classroom included both problematic and problem-free 
situations, and these needed to be explained and understood. One dominant aspect of the data 
was the number of student comments. If the students did not ask anything they commented on 
something to the teacher or to other students. These questions and comments sometimes had 
to do with the subject area discussed and sometimes they did not. These questions and 
disturbances were mostly unintended deviations from the script and significantly affected 
interaction. Therefore, this chapter starts by presenting an analysis of the questions and 
disturbances and then deals with focusedness of actions during interaction. The questions 
were analyzed according to different types, while disturbances were analyzed according to 
Engeström’s (1995, pp. 65–66; 2004, p. 116) division explained in Chapter 7.1.1.2.  
Teräs (2007) did her study with immigrants in vocational education and analyzed 
disturbances during teaching and learning sessions. In her data, questions were perceived as 
disturbances. The reason was that questions stopped the discussion and revealed another 












7.1.1 Deviations from the script 
7.1.1.1 Questions during classroom work 
The questions the students asked the teacher during the different episodes and sequences 
were counted. All the questions were classified into six different groups (Table 9).  
Table 9. Types of questions and examples from the data 
Questions were irrelevant when the students
8
 asked a question that had nothing to do with 
the subject area of home economics. In addition, there were situations when the students did 
not understand the recipe and had questions or they did not know what to do and asked about 
that. There were also questions when the students did not find something (ingredients, 
utensils) or they wanted to know if they understood correctly (in 1a student did not 
understand part of a recipe (symbol, word, meaning) but in 2 the student often understood 
everything correctly but wanted to confirm this understanding). Moreover, the students asked 
for more information that related to the subject of the lesson. Table 10 shows the type and 
number of questions according to sequences. 
                                                 
8
 The names of the students have been changed 
Type of question Abbreviation Example from the data
Student asks irrelevant 
question
0
Teacher: Quark has under 1% of fat. With yoghurt it 
depends; there is fat-free yoghurt, as you know…Rekar: 
Why are these kinds of things explained? Teacher: …and 
then we have Bulgarian yoghurt with 39% fat, much more 
fat. Viili (Finnish milk product) and cottage cheese are also 
low in fat…Rekar: Are you still here next week? Teacher: 
Yes I am. / 23 April 04.
Student does not understand 
the recipe
1a
Pekka: What liquid? (shows the recipe)?Teacher: What 
could that be? Pekka: Milk? / 26 March 2004.
Student does not understand 
what to do
1b
Rekar: Teacher! What do I do with this?(shows orange) 
Teacher!(the teacher does not respond) I won't do 
anything! You don't help at all! / 2 April 2004.
Student does not find 
something
1c
Van: Where is the can opener? Rekar: There on the table. / 
16 April 04.  




Teacher: One. Karim: So one of these (shows teaspoon)? So 
one tablespoon (measures one teaspoon). / 2 April 2004. 
Student asks for more 
information (related to lesson’s 
subject)
3
Teacher: Today’s goal is to get familiarized with special 
diets and then prepare food. We will prepare chapatti 




Table 10. Type and number of questions during sequences 
There are differences in the numbers of questions during different sequences. The 
practical sequences contained three times (if time is proportioned) more questions than 
Theory 1 sequences. Thus, the practical sequences were approximately three times longer 
than Theory 1 sequences. The number of questions was almost the same during the meal as 
during Theory 2 sequences. In the practical sequences the students often asked if they did not 
understand the recipe or if they did not know what to do. They also asked many questions if 
they wanted more information or if they did not find something. During Theory 1 sequences 
the students asked many irrelevant questions; they also asked for more information during the 
same sequence. It seems that they did not understand the teacher’s explanations or the 
working procedures given. If the number of questions is related to the duration of sequences 
the practical sequences contained the most questions. In sum, an analysis of the interaction 
showed that many questions disturbed the lessons. Furthermore, numerous questions forced 
changes in the script as it was planned. Types of questions are presented with sequences in 
Table 32, Appendix 3. 
7.1.1.2 Disturbances during classroom work 
Disturbances of the episodes are referred to as unintended deviations from the script. 
They are visible discoordinations in interaction. Unintentional here means that the participants 
do not plan deviations together. The person who disturbs may be more or less aware that 
he/she is disturbing. Disturbances that occur in social interaction between people can be 
expressed as restlessness, disagreements between participants, difficulties in understanding 
and objections. (Engeström, 1995, pp. 65–66; 2004, pp. 116–118.) 





0 1a 1b 1c 2 3
Organizing 6 4 2 5
Theory 1 57 24 1 3 29 19
Practical 569 72 113 141 102 74 67 64
Meal 20 16 2 2 23
Theory 2 16 4 5 7 9
Ending 3 1 2 9
TOTAL 671 121 114 146 107 74 109 129
0 Student asks irrelevant question
1a Student does not understand the recipe 
1b Student does not understand what to do 
1c Student does not find something 
2 Student makes sure s/he understood properly something 





Table 11. Types of disturbances and examples from the data 
Even though type of disturbance DU (difficulties in understanding) is similar to question 
types 1a (students do not understand the recipe) and 1b (students do not understand what to 
do) I decided to keep all three. The questions concerning the recipe were categorized as 
question type 1a. Further, situations in which the students did not understand what to do next 
were categorized as question type 1b. Both of these (1a and 1b) are categorized as 
disturbances (DU) as well. In Table 12 below, the number and types of disturbances are 
divided according to sequences: 
Table 12. Type and number of disturbances during sequences 
As we can see from the table, many different disturbances occurred during the sequences. 
There was restlessness during every theory sequence. In addition, there were difficulties in 
Type of 
disturbance
Abbreviation Example from data
Restlessness R 
Teacher: Like, for example, Valio’s [Finnish dairy
company] product family... Rekar (interrupting):
Same thing as last time (last week), all you do is
talk...(Pekka plays with a pen and Van is laughing at





Teacher: Take the rag, please! Karim: No I won’t!
Teacher: You must wash this before we leave. Karim:




Pekka: (Shouts at the teacher while he makes the
forcemeat dough) Teacher! I do not undertstand
how it swells (breadcrumbs and liquid). / 26 March
2004.
Objections O
Teacher: Do not put the pot on top of that plastic
(cutting board)! Farid: You don't have to take it





R O DU DG
Organizing 0 5
Theory 1 70 43 14 9 4 19
Practical 329 12 11 284 22 64
Meal 1 1 23
Theory 2 19 11 5 3 9
Ending 6 6 9
TOTAL 425 73 30 296 26 129
R Restlessness
O Objection






understanding during all practical sequences. Meal sequences included only one disturbance 
during the seven sessions. Most of the practical sequence disturbances were difficulties in 
understanding the working procedures or recipes. During Theory 1 sequence there was a great 
deal of restlessness, while the meal, organizing and ending sequences did not include many 
disturbances. The students were restless during Theory 1 sequence because they did not 
understand the teacher’s instructions or information. This may have caused the numerous 
questions during the practical part. During the meal sequence students were probably so eager 
to eat that they concentrated on that without disturbing the situation. All types of disturbances 
are presented together with sequences in Table 33, Appendix 4. 
Questions were numerous during the practical work. The script of the lessons (even 
though it was not written) was planned so that the teacher would go through theory issues, 
working procedures and recipes before the practical part and the students would work mainly 
with those orders. What happened was that some students needed to ask teacher about every 
step of their work. This new “question-filled script” changed the teacher’s plans during the 
practical part, and the script could not be carried out as planned. In sum, numerous 
disturbances during the interaction hindered the teacher’s work. 
7.1.2 Quality of interaction 
7.1.2.1 Focusedness of actions 
This chapter outlines focusing of actions in a home economics classroom, and applies 
Goffman’s (1963) idea of focused and unfocused interaction together with Leontjev’s (1977) 
definition of action. Furthermore, Korvela’s (2003) study of videodata divided into sequences 
and episodes helped me to analyze the data of this study. Therefore, multicultural interaction 
is divided into episodes according to the participants’ focusedness of actions.  
The episodes are called focused, individually focused and group focused according to the 
participants’ object of actions or cluster of actions (see also Figure 6). The category termed 
individually focused in this study means the same as Goffman’s unfocused interaction (see 
Chapter 6.1). When an episode is focused (F), all participants (teacher and students) are 
concentrated on the same issue at the same time. Their actions are focused on the same object. 
When an episode is named individually focused (IF), the actions of all or some of the 
participants are focused on different objects. In group focused episodes, the actions of groups 
of students are focused on different objects. The difference between individually focused and 
group focused episodes is that in group focused (GF) episodes groups of students 
intentionally have their own objects of actions; thus, group focused goes according to the 
script if only objects of actions are analyzed. One example of functionality is found during the 
practical work of the students. The students work in pairs or in small groups in five small 
kitchens and prepare food at their own pace. The following episodes illustrate the differences. 
Table 13 categorizes focused, individually focused and group focused episodes according to 
the sequences of the data. 
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Table 13. Division of focusedness of actions during sequences 
As the table above illustrates, most of the theory sequences include individually focused 
situations during which the students have different objects of actions than the teacher and 
consequently do not listen to the teacher or follow working procedures. Table 34. 
Focusedness of actions (see Appendix 5) illustrates more closely how the episodes of the 
sessions are divided according to focusedness of actions; only one of the seven 
demonstrations includes individually focused actions and another was labeled as group 
focused because the students worked in their kitchens during the demonstration. In all the 
other demonstrations (5) the participants were focused on the same objects; they worked on a 
common activity and followed the teacher’s script. Table 14 shows the total number of 
episodes during seven sessions of the data. (The total number of episodes differs between 
Table 13 and Table 14 because seven meal sequences and two theory sequences were 
categorized as a group focused episode; see Table 34. Focusedness of actions, Appendix 5). 
Table 14. Total number of episodes 
Fewer than half of the episodes were focused, one-third were individually focused and 
one-fourth were group focused. In other words, one-third of the episodes did not go according 
to the script. Table 15 illustrates the duration of the different episodes: 
























Organizing 7 0 0 5
Theory 1 4 11 1 19
Practical 3 0 11 64
Meal 0 0 7 23
Theory 2 0 4 1 9
Ending 6 1 0 9
TOTAL 20 16 20 129
Episode 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total Average
F (min) 20 5 25 25 25 25 20 145 21
IF (min) 20 50 30 25 15 25 25 190 27




Even though the number of group focused episodes was lowest, their duration was the 
longest. The average duration of focused and individually focused episodes was almost the 
same.  
7.1.2.2 Focused episodes 
The following examples of different episodes describe diverse educational interaction and 
are chosen from different parts of the data. In addition, the students’ questions and 
disturbances of the episode are marked for a better understanding of the reasons for 
focusedness.  
The following four situations are examples of four different classroom situations. 
Episodes 1–2 illustrate situations in which the participants have focused on the same object. 
Episodes 3–4 are examples in which the participants have individually focused objects. All 
the episodes have been named using the students’ phrases. 
The qualities are marked with arrows of different colors:  
The theme of the conversation of the first focused episode is milk products (Excerpt 1). 
This situation is short and the students’ task is quite easy. They need to name all the milk 
products they know. The idea behind this kind of assignment is for students to understand the 
topic of the lesson. 
Arrow Explanation
Blue
Students and teacher 
understand each other 
Red





DU: difficulties in 
understanding, 






Excerpt 1. Milk product episode 
“What is produced out of milk?” (23 April '04) *Mikä on 
valmistettu maidosta?(23.04.04)]
Flow of the episode Notes
T: A few words about milk products. What… are some milk 
products?  What is produced out of milk? [T: Muutama sana 
maitovalmisteista. Mitä…Mitkä ovat maitovalmisteita? 
Maitotuotteita. Mitkä on valmistettu maidosta?]
Ahmed: Teacher! [Ahmed: Ope!]
Van: Cream [Van: Kerma]
Students understand the teacher’s 
language and they are anxious to 
give answers and take part in the 
conversation.
Pekka: Yoghurt [Pekka: Jogurtti.]
T: Cream, Rekar (does not remember the name) [T: Kerma. 
Rekar (muistaa nimen väärin).]
Tim: Milk [Tim: Maito.]
T:Tim [T: Tim]
Tim: Yoghurt [Tim: Jogurtti.]
T:Already mentioned [T: Sanottu.]
Ahmed: Sour milk [Ahmed: Piima]
Mark: Butter [Mark: Voi]
Pekka:Cheese [Pekka: Juusto]
Van: Ice Cream [Van: Jäätelö]
T: Yes [T: Kyllä]
Van: Vanilla Ice Cream [Van: Vaniljajäätelö.]
T:Heh! There are a number of flavors of ice cream. [T: Heh! 
Jäätelöitä on lukuisia määriä erilaisia.]
T: Any idea, Tim? What is a milk product? What is the one that 
people eat a lot with soup in Russia, the white one?  [T: 
Tuleeko Tim? Mikä ois maitotuote? Mikä on sellainen jota esim. 
Venäjällä syödään paljon keiton kanssa sellainen valkoinen?]
Tim: Oh yes…It is the… *Tim: Ai joo. Se on toi…+
T: Sour cream [T: Smetana]
Ahmed: Cheese [Ahmed: Juusto]
T: Already mentioned. And then… *T: Sanottu. Ja sitte…+
(Rekar comes late and interrupts the situation)  [(Rekar tulee 
myöhässä ja keskeyttää tilanteen)]
          Students and teacher understand each other. 
          Teacher uses concepts that prevent understanding
          Questions
          Disturbances
          DU: difficulties in understanding 
          DG:disagreements between participants 
          O: objections
          R: restlessness
Q
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In this episode the teacher and students understand each other. The teacher tries to relate 
the topic to the student’s home context and the student understands the idea but does not 
know the word in Finnish (missing tool). There are no disturbances in this episode. Figure 12 
illustrates how participants are focused on the same object during the situation above: 
Figure 12. Discussion about milk products 
The figure above shows that all participants are focused on milk products. According to 
Engeström, this episode represents cooperation between participants. Also, it shows that the 
theme of the conversation goes according to the script.  
The second focused episode illustrates the demonstration situation of frying pancakes 
(Excerpt 2). The students have prepared pancake batters at the beginning of the lesson, and 
this situation shows how the teacher demonstrates frying pancakes to the students. 
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Excerpt 2. Pancake episode 
“My mother cooked bream at home yesteday too” (16 April 
'04) *”Munkin äiti teki eilen lahnaa kotona”  (16.04.04)+
Flow of the episode Notes
(Students work in their own kitchens) [(oppilaat keittiöissä 
omissa töissään)]
T:Let’s look at how pancakes are fried. Let’s put the burner on. 
(The teacher is working in one of the five small kitchens). [T: 
“Katsotaan ohukaisen paistaminen. Laitetaan liesi päälle” 
(työskentelee yhdessä pikkukeittiössä)]
Rekar: Should we take our batter as well? *Rekar: “Haetaanko 
meidänkin taikina?”+
The students are interested in 
seeing how pancakes are fried and 
they can hardly wait to fry their own 
pancake batters.
T: Let’s look at this first in here. We can take your batter soon. 
Everyone, come here! Come here and see, the pancakes will be 
fried soon (singing). *T: “Katsotaan ensin tässä. Haetaan teidän 
taikina kohta. Tulkaas kaikki katsomaan tänne (huutaa)! Tulkaa 
kaikki nyt katsomaan, on letun paisto kohta voimissaan 
(laulaa)”+
T: In other words, the margarine goes in here (in  frying pan). 
Put some in (says to Rekar). Okay, good. *T: ”Eli margariinia 
tonne (pannuun). Laita (sanoo Rekarille). Okei, hyvä.”+
Van: Says something to the teacher (quietly). [Van: (Kommentoi 
jotain hiljaa opelle)]
T: It is because yesterday I did fish fingers. *T: ”Se johtuu siitä, 
että mä tein eilen kalapuikkoja.]
Rekar: My mother made bream at home yesterday too. 
*Rekar:”Munkin äiti teki eilen lahnaa kotona.”+
T: She made bream the Arabian way? What kinds of spices did 
she use? *T: ”Ai tekikö hän lahnaa arabialaisittain. Mitä 
mausteita hän käytti?”+
Rekar: I don't know. Some pepper and something. *Rekar: ”En 
mä tiedä. Jotain pippuria ja jotain.”+
T: Fillet or how? *T: ”Fileenä vai miten?”+







T: Let’s take some batter here. Rotate it like that. This is well 
swollen. About one deciliter, in other words, about one 
spoonful. (Everyone is watching quietly). *T: ”Otetaan täältä 
vähän taikinaa. Pyöräytetään tuolta vähän noin. Tää on hyvin 
turvonnut. Noin desilitra elikkä se on noin kauhallinen.”(Kaikki 
kuuntelee ja katsoo ihan hiljaa)]
Rekar: How hot? *Rekar: ”Miten kuuma?”+
Q
The students and teacher 
understand each other and the 
students are able to ask questions. 
T: The frying pan needs to be quite hot because we want a nice 
fried surface (Zian, Anni and Idil comment something that has 
to do frying). *T: ”Pannu saa olla aika kuuma, että siihen tulee 
sellainen kaunis paistopinta (Zian, Anni and Idil kommentoi 
keskenään jotain paistoon liittyvää).”+
T: Then we can rotate… (the frying pan so that the batter 
becomes even) *T: ”Sit voidaan pyöräyttää…(pannua niin, että 
taikina tasoittuu)”+
Rekar: Okay, now it is working. Let’s go and get ours (batter). 
*Rekar: ”No niin, nyt se onnistuu. Mennään hakemaan meidän 
(taikina).”+
T: Like this *T: “Tällee.”+
Rekar: Hey Salla (researcher), can we go and get our (batter 
from the refrigerator)? *Rekar: “Hei Salla (tutkija), voidaaks me 
mennä hakemaan meidän (taikina jääkaapista)?”+
The students are very anxious to 
start to fry their own batters.
S: Check how the pancake is turned. *T: ”Katso letun 
kääntäminen”+
T: Wait a moment! *T: ”Oota vähän!”+
One student is anxious to know how 
the teacher is going to turn the 
pancake.
Karim: Do we do it (turning) by throwing it? *Karim: ”Ai 
heittämällä (kääntäminen)?”+
S: Check when you know that it is ready for turning. [S: 
”Katsokaa missä vaiheessa tietää, että sen voi jo kääntää”+
One of the students brought his own 
experience to conversation.
Rekar: I know. *Rekar: ”Kyl mä tiedän.”+
T: Now the surface starts to cook. It is possible to turn it in one 
piece. *T: ”Nyt se rupee kypsymään pinnasta. Saattaa pysyä 
kasassa, kun aletaan sitä kääntämään.”+
Karim: Throw it! *Karim: ”Heitä se!”+
T: Hopefully it doesn't stick. *T: ”Toivottavasti lähtee tästä irti”+
Van: It broke. (Everyone concentrates and follows the process). 





The questions in this episode illustrate that the students are interested in frying pancakes. 
Two of the students relate the topic to their home context. There are no disturbances in this 
episode. 
In the previous episode the students are anxious to start their own work. They all listen 
and follow working procedures and ask questions about the topic discussed. Figure 13 shows 
how the participants have focused on the same object: 
Figure 13. Demonstration of frying pancakes 
The figure above clarifies the participants’ focus on frying pancakes. This episode 
illustrates cooperation between participants. Also, it shows that the theme of the conversation 
went according to the script. The teacher used various tools (verbal instructions, frying pan,
spatula, bowl with pancake batter) to explain the idea of frying pancakes. One student 
connected the topic discussed with the context of her home. 
T: I was afraid of this. (Shakes the frying pan). Like lice in tar. 
*T: “Sitä vähän pelkäsin. (Ravistaa pannua). Täi tervassa”.+
Karim: My mother throws it like this (shows with his hand). 
*Karim: “Mun äiti aina heittää näin (näyttä kädellä)”+
T: (Turns the pancake). Okay, now you can reduce the 
temperature. Like this. Let it cook for a while. [T: (Kääntää 
letun). ”No niin, nyt voi pienentää tehoa. Näin. Paistetaan 
hetken aikaa.]
(The students are excited and go and get their batters) 
[(Oppilaat lähtee innoissaan hakemaan omia taikinoitaan).]
          Students and teacher understand each other. 
          Teacher uses concepts that prevent understanding
          Questions
          Disturbances
          DU: difficulties in understanding 
          DG:disagreements between participants 
          O: objections




7.1.2.3 Individually focused episodes 
The third situation is an example in which participants’ actions are individually focused. 
During the following episode (Excerpt 3), the teacher tries to discuss milk products in detail. 
Excerpt 3. Milk production episode 
“Milk also contains fat, protein, carbohydrates and 
minerals” (23 April 2004) *”Maidossa on myös rasvaa, 
proteiineja ja hiilihydraatteja” (23.04.04)+
Flow of the episode Notes
T: Okay, milk originates from where? [T: Eli alun perin maito 
tulee mistä?]
The first question of the teacher is 
understandable for the students.
Rekar: Milk comes from a cow. [Rekar: Maito tulee lehmästä.]
T: Rekar knows. [T: Rekar tietää.]
Van: What does a cow drink? [Van: Mitä lehmä juo?]
Then one student presents 
interesting question. 
T: Milk consists of 87% water. Milk also contains fat, protein, 
carbohydrates and minerals. (Peter goes to another table and 
starts talking; everyone at that table is talking among 
themselves). [T: Maito koostuu 87%:sesti vedestä Maidossa on 
myös rasvaa, proteiineja, hiilihydraatteja ja kivennäisaineita. 
(Peter menee kertomaan toiseen pöytään jotain juttua, koko 
pöytä juttelee omiaan.)]
The teacher does not respond and 
she continues talking about the 
ingredients.
T: The cow gives us a so-called basic cake from which raw milk 
is made. (Peter comes back to his table and shares his story 
there).Then it is refined. First it is separated. [T: Lehmästä tulee 
ns. peruskakku. Siitä tulee semmoista nk. raakamaitoa. (Peter 
palaa omaan pöytään ja kertoo jutun omalle pöydälleen). Sitten 
sitä ruvetaan jalostamaan. Ensin maito separoidaan.]
Rekar: Mark you are my pair. [Rekar: Mark sä oot mun pari.]
These concepts are too difficult for 
the students, which is why they start 
to talking among themselves.
T: Hey Rekar, sit and be quiet. Find your own seat and go there. 
[T: Hei Rekar. Istu ja rypisty. Ota tuolta oma paikka ja mee 
sinne.]
T: So. The milk is separated and divided into two parts. Milk and 
cream. Cream is heavier and it falls down one hatch, and milk, 
which is lighter, falls down another hatch. (Ahmed, Tim and 
Mark talk to each other; Zian, Anni and Idil follow what the boys 
are discussing). [T: Niin. Eli maito separoidaan, erotetaan 
kahtia. Otetaan erikseen maito ja kerma. Ja se tapahtuu niin, 
että kerma on raskaampaa ja se lentää toisesta luukusta ulos ja 
maito kevyempänä toisesta luukusta ulos (Ahmed, Tim and 
Mark juttelee omiaan ja Zian, Anni and Idil seuraa mitä he 
juttelevat).]
The teacher continues explaining 











(Someone knocks on the door and asks for the researcher) 
[(Joku koputtaa oveen ja pyytää tutkijaa)]
T: Okay. How many of you know what pasteurization means?   
[T: No niin. Kuinka moni tietää mitä tarkoittaa pastörointi?]
The teacher is focused on talking 
about pasteurization. 
Van: I don't know. [Van: Minä en tiedä]
T: Van, do not touch the camera, you are not the photographer. 
Put it there where it was. Van. Van! Now! Do not touch that. It 
has been said that…Put it back where it was. *T: Van älä koske 
siihen kameraan, sä et oo nyt kuvaajana täällä. Laitappa takas 
se siihen missä se oli äsken. Van. Van! Nyt! Älä koske siihen 
kameraan, kun sanottiin, että…Laita se nyt siihen missä se oli 
äsken.]
The students are not following the 
lesson probably because they do not 
understand what teacher means or 
they are not interested in it.
Van: Okay, okay. [Van: Joo joo.]
T: So, how many of you have heard about pasteurization? (No-
one raises their hands). [T: No niin, kuinka moni on kuullut 
pastöroinnista? (kukaan ei viittaa)]
Rekar: Mark, come here, you are my pair! Did you go to my 
place (to Tim)? [Rekar: Mark tuu tänne, sä oot mun pari! 
Menitsä mun paikalle! (to Tim)]
Two of the boys are not listening.
T: So, Bacteria are killed by pasteurizing raw milk; in other 
words milk is heated to 72 degrees for 15 seconds and all the 
bacteria die and it is drinkable. [Tapetaan ikään kuin bakteerit 
eli maito kuumennetaan yli 72 asteiseksi 15 sekunnin ajaksi ja 
näin siitä kuolee bakteerit ja se kelpaa juotavaksi.]
Students continue their discussion 
about pairs and places.
Rekar: Are plastered? (word tappaa (kill) and plaster 
(tapetoida/liisteröidä) are similar words in Finnish language). 
[Rekar: Ai tapetoidaan?]
Rekar’s question shows that he does 
not understand what the teacher has 
explained (verbs tappaa and 
tapetoida.) 
(Ahmed, Karim, Mark and Tim look elsewhere and whisper 
something;  Zian, Anni and Idil are staring in the other 
direction) [(Ahmed, Karim, Mark and Tim kattelee muualle ja 
kuiskailee jotain omia juttujaan, Zian, Anni and Idil tuijottaa 
paikallaan ihan eri suuntaan ym.)]
T: Then we have low lactose milk, called Hyla-milk. Where the 
milk sugar, lactose… *T: Sitten on myös tuota vähälaktoosista 
maitoa eli hyla-maito, jossa maidon sokeri eli laktoosi…+
Rekar: Hey teacher, I want to go to the shwimming hall! Hey 
teacher, I want to go to shwimming hall! Heh heh (talks to the 
others at his table). [Rekar: Hei ope, mä meen huimahallliin!. 
Hei ope, mä meen huimahallliin! Ha, ha (juttelee omassa 
pöydässä omiaan)]












T: Good. Like this. Hmmm. Milk products can be classified as 
sour milk products and fresh products, or cheese or ice cream. 
But it is also possible to classify them according to the content 
of fat. And if you look at the blackboard, here milk products are 
divided according to the content of fat… (The boys talk with 
each other and look at the blackboard for a while). [T: Hyvä. 
Näin. Tuota niin. Maitotuotteita voidaan myös lajitella sen 
mukaan mitä ne on eli hapanmaitotuotteisiin ja tällaisiin niinku  
tuorevalmisteisiin tai juustoihin tai jäätelöihin. Mutta niitä 
voidaan myös lajitella niiden rasvapitoisuuden mukaan. Ja jos 
katsotte nyt tänne taululle. Täälllä on luokiteltu maitotuotteet 
sen mukaan paljonko niissä on rasvaa…(pojat juttelee 
keskenään, katsovat hetken taululle)]
The students do not follow the 
lesson but when the teacher asks 
them to look at the blackboard they 
look but do not understand the 
teacher’s explanation.
Rekar: If you're hungry, can you get more food? [Rekar: Saaks 
nälkäset enemmän ruokaa?]
Rekar asks a question that has 
nothing to do with the milk products.
T: Quark has under 1% fat. With yoghurt it depends, there is fat-
free yoghurt, as you know… *T: Maitorahkassa on alle 1% 
rasvaa. Jogurtissa se vaihtelee, on rasvatonta jogurttia, niin kun 
tiedätte…+
Rekar: Why do you have to explain all this? [Rekar: Miks 
tällaista pitää selittää?]
and Rekar asks another question.
T: …and then we have Bulgarian yoghurt, which has 39% fat, 
much more fat. Viili (Finnish milk product) and cottage cheese 
are also low in fat… *T: …ja sitten on esim. bulgarian jogurttia, 
jossa on 39% rasvaa, joka on huomattavasti rasvaisempi. Viilit 
ja raejuusto ovat myös vähärasvaisia…+
and the teacher continues…
Rekar: Will you still be here next week? [Rekar: Ootko sä ensi 
viikolla vielä?]
One unrelated question more.
T: Yes. [T: Oon joo.]
Rekar: Oh no…Don't cry. *Rekar: No voi vitja... Älä nyt itke.+
T: Sour cream, quark, yoghurt, cheese… *T: Kermaviili, 
maitorahka, jogurtti, juusto…+
          Students and teacher understand each other. 
          Teacher uses concepts that prevent understanding
          Questions
          Disturbances
          DU: difficulties in understanding 
          DG:disagreements between participants 
          O: objections






The number of red arrows in the episode above illustrate the numerous situations in which 
the students do not understand the concepts used. Also, the number of disturbances grows the 
more students are unable to follow the conversation. The type of questions shows that the 
students do not understand the issue discussed. In this episode both vertical and horizontal 
tools are missing. Although the teacher tries to mediate meaning and help students understand 
the symbolic tools, it is not successful because there are no connections with the students’ 
everyday lives. Figure 14 illustrates the participants’ individually focused actions during this 
episode. 
Figure 14. Consistency of milk products 
The figure above illustrates how the participants’ actions have focused on different 
objects; according to Engeström, the interaction represents coordination. The teacher and 
students are doing different things even though, according to the script, they are supposed to 
be discussing the consistency of milk products.  
The fourth episode (Excerpt 4) is also individually focused. The topic of the lesson is 
consumer issues. During the assignment the students get stars made of paper on which the 
teacher has written clues concerning issues that deal with consuming. The stars are collected 
on the blackboard on top of Kalle consumer (students bring their own stars to the teacher and 
try to guess what the clue means). 
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Excerpt 4. Consuming episode  
“What does eko mean?” (23 April '04) *”Mitä tarkoittaa 
eko?”(23.04.04)+
Flow of the episode Notes
T: Do we have magnets? (Asks the researcher) [T: Onko meillä 
magneetteja? (kysyy tutkijalta)]
S: Nope. That is why I put blu tack on that table.(T distributes 
paper pieces to the students) [S: No kun ei ole. Siksi laitoin 
sinitarraa siihen pöydälle. (T jakaa laput oppilaille)]
T: Okay [T: Okei.]
Rekar: What? What do we do with these? [Rekar: Hä? Mitä tällä 
tekee?]
One student does not understand 
the idea of the assignment.
T: Everything will be clear soon. [T: Kaikki selviää kohta.]
Ahmed: I have self service! [Ahmed: Mulla on itsepalvelu!]
Karim: May I show this (to a friend)? [Karim: Saako näyttää? 
(kavereille)]
Another question.
Ahmed. This is self service what? [Ahmed: Tää on itsepalvelu 
mikä?]
T: Everything will be clear… *T: Kaikki selviää…+
(Everyone is examining their own paper pieces around the 
round table) [(yleistä säätöä, kaikki tutkii omia lappujaan 
pyöreän pöydän ympärillä) ]
T: Okay. Let’s say a few words about consumerism. And what is 
a consumer? What kind of consumers are you? When do you 
consume? [T: No niin. No niin. Puhutaampa pari sanaa 
kuluttamisesta. Ja mikä on kuluttaja? Millaisia kuluttajia te 
olette? Milloin te kulutatte?]
Ahmed: Food consumers. [Ahmed: Ruoan kuluttajia. ]
Rekar: When we are hungry. [Rekar: Silloin kun on nälkä.]
T: It is a little bit different. We talk about consumerism. When 
you use money, scratch, currency and get different consumption 
products (kulutushyödyke), in other words, products. [T: 
Kysymys on hieman eri asiasta. Puhutaan kuluttajuudesta. Eli 
kun te käytätte valuuttaa eli rahnaa elikkä paalua eli 
fyffee/fyrkkaa ja hankitte erilaisia kulutushyödykkeitä eli 
tavaroita…+
The teacher started the discussion 
with concepts unfamiliar to the 
students. Ahmed tries to give his 
ideas about consumerism but the 
teacher does not use these. Here the 
teacher uses slang-words when she 
explains consumerism but the 
students do not understand the 
slang-words either. 
Van: Money *Van: Rahaa….+
(Ahmed comments on something ) [(Ahmed: Kommentoi jotain 






T: We have a few ideas about consumerism on every piece of 
paper. (Rekar, Ahmed and Karim talk among themselves) and 
here on the blackboard we have Kalle Consumer. Kalle would 
need some help…Ahmed, don't draw anything on that paper! *T:  
Ja nyt meillä on tässä jokaisella lapulla muutamia ideoita 
kuluttajuudesta. (Rekar, Ahmed ja Karim juttelee keskenään 
omiaan.) Ja meillä on tässä (taululla) nyt Kalle Kuluttaja. Kalle 
tarvitsisi nyt hieman apua…Älä piirrä siihen (lappuun) Ahmed 
mitään!]
The students are not listening.
Ahmed: No, I'm just looking. [Ahmed: En, mä vaan katon.]
T: Now, let's think about what is says on your papers. How 
could we help Kalle Consumer to became an enlightened 
consumer? (Rekar and Van exchange papers). And Van, you 
may start. [T: Nyt me voitais pohtia, teillä on hieman tekstiä 
siellä. Miten nyt voitais auttaa Kalle Kuluttajaa tulemaan 
viisaaksi ja valistuneeksi kuluttajaksi?  (Rekar ja Van vaihtaa 
lappuja) Ja aloitetaan vaikka sinusta Van.]
Some students exchange the pieces 
of paper with each other.
Van: (Shrugs his shoulders). I have trousers (the paper has a 
picture of trousers  with an arrow that points to the washing 
label) [Van: (nostaa hartioita) Mulla on housut. (lapussa 
housut, joissa nuoli housujen hoito-ohjemerkkiin)]
T: Trousers. Yes. (Mark and Anni walk outside the range of the 
camera and come right back disturbing the situation). This 
illustrates that when you buy clothes, these trousers for 
example, have a washing label and what does this washing 
label mean? (Telephone ring in office). [T: Housut. Joo. (Mark ja 
Anni kävelee kameran ulkopuolelle viemään jotain ja heti 
takaisin, ajatus katkeaa) Ja sillä nyt halutaan tällä merkillä 
kuvata, että  kun hankitte esim. vaatteita niin näissä housuissa 
on niin kutsuttu hoito-ohjemerkki ja mitä tarkoittaa hoito-
ohjemerkki? (puhelin luokkien välitilassa soi)]
The following discussion shows that 
the students understand something 
but the phone rang is disturbing.
Ahmed: That it can be ruined. [Ahmed: Se että se voi mennä 
piloille.]
T: It explaines how to take care of them (Rekar throws his paper 
to Ahmed). In other words what cleaning temperature should be 
washed in or whether we should take it to the dry cleaners. Is it 
a good idea to buy products that need dry cleaning? [T: Siinä 
kerrotaan, että miten sitä hoidetaan. (Rekar heittää tähtensä 
Ahmedille) Eli missä lämpötilassa sitä pestään vai pestäänkö 
se kemiallisessa pesussa vai kuivapesussa. Jos on tällaisia 
tuotteita, jotka vaatii esim. kemiallista pesua, niin kannattaako 
niitä ostaa kotiin ?]
Chorus: No! [Kuoro: No ei! ]
T: No it's not. We should check the washing labels. Okay Tim. 
What do you have there? [T: Ei kannata eli kannattaa katsoa ne 





In this episode the students do not understand the idea of the assignment. After the teacher 
tried to explain the idea (see red arrow) the students started to discuss something else (see 
white arrows after red one). Some of the students understood (see blue arrow), confusing 
elements (the phone) and difficult language aggravated the situation. Also, the episode 
included unrelated questions and disturbances. Figure 15 shows the participants’ individual 
objects during the episode: 
Tim: Eko (Classroom telephone rings and disturbs the 
situation). [Tim: Eko.(Luokan puhelin soi taustalla, häiritsee 
keskittymistä)]
T: What could that mean? [T: Mitä se vois tarkoittaa?]
Tim: Ufo. (Laugh). [Tim: Ufo. (naurua)]
T: No. [T: Ei.]
T: Eko. Who could help Tim? [T: Eko. Kuka vois auttaa Timiä?]
Karim: Esko Aho (Former Prime Minister of Finland). [Karim: 
Esko Aho]
Van: Has to do with money. [Van: Joku rahajuttu.]
Some of the students tried to 
understand meaning of the labels 
and some of them tried to answer 
the questions. 
T: No. Eko. Eko is this kind of… *T: Ei. Eko. Eko on tämmönen…+
Karim. Euro. [Karim: Euro.]
T: Eko comes from the word ecological, in other words, natural, 
so the product is ecologically/naturally produced. [T: Eko on 
ekologiasta johdettu sana eli mahdollisimman 
luonnonmukainen, että tämä tuote on valmistettu 
mahdollisimman luonnonmukaisesti.]
Rekar: We were supposed to go already! [Rekar: Meidän piti 
päästä jo!]
One of the students wants to go 
home already.
Van: Cotton. [Van: Puuvilla.]
Rekar: Flea! [Rekar: Kirppuja!]
          Students and teacher understand each other. 
          Teacher uses concepts that prevent understanding
          Questions
          Disturbances
          DU: difficulties in understanding 
          DG:disagreements between participants 
          O: objections





Figure 15. The students as consumers  
The figure above shows how participants have focused on different objects and the 
interaction represents coordination. Teacher and students are involved in different activities 
even though, according to the script, they were supposed to discuss students as consumers.  
7.1.2.4 Group focused episodes 
The following are two examples of group focused episodes. Excerpt 5and Excerpt 6 
illustrate episodes during the practical sequences of the data. The questions and disturbances 


















































































Excerpt 5. Group focused episode  
“Hey teacher! Can you come here?” (19 March '04) *”Ope 
hei! Voitko tulla tänne?” (19.03.04)+
Flow of the episode Notes
T: Take the aprons and wash your hands. Let’s follow the 
recipe. (Little by little everyone goes to the kitchens and start 
to find suitable utensils. Mark and Rekar measure ingredients 
quietly, Van, Farid, Ahmed and Karim know what to do, Anni and 
Idil start to work calmly). [T: Ottakaa essut ja peskää kädet. 
Mennään sen ohjeen mukaan.(kaikki valuu pikkuhiljaa 
keittiöihin ja alkavat etsiä sopivia työvälineitä, Mark ja Rekar 
mittaavat aineita kaikessa hiljaisuudessa, Vanilla, Faridilla, 
Ahmedilla ja Karimilla myös homma hallussa, Anni ja Idil alkaa 
rauhallisesti hommiin)]
Rekar: What should we do here? (Teacher explains). [Rekar: 
Mitä tässä pitää tehdä? (ope neuvoo)]
Rekar did not know where to start.
Karim. Where is the flour? [Karim: Missä niitä jauhoja on?] Ingredients are missing.
(Karim and Ahmed say something in their own language) [Karim 
ja Ahmed puhuvat omalla kielellään jotain...]
Rekar: (Throws the measuring cups to Karim and Ahmed) That's 
yours! *Rekar: Heittää mittasarjan Karimille ja Ahmedille: ”Se 
on kyllä ihan teidän!”+
Rekar: Do I need to mix? [Rekar: Pitääkö sekoittaa?] Rekar and Farid need help.
Farid: What if we are three (recipe for two)? [Farid: Mitä jos on 
kolme ihmistä (ryhmässä ja ohje parille)?]
T: Did you put all the water in there? Good. [T: Laitoitko nyt sen 
kaiken veden siihen?Hyvä.]
Pekka: How much rice do I need? [Pekka: Paljonko tätä riisiä 
pitää laittaa?]
Pekka and Karim need help.
T: So that it is enough for everyone. [T: Silleen että riittää 
kaikille.]
Karim: Teacher, could you come here? Can I put in four 
deciliters? (Teacher goes to help). [Karim:Ope voitsä tulla 
tänne! Voiko laittaa neljä desiä? (ope menee neuvomaan)]
T: Yes you can. [T: Voi laittaa.]
Rekar: Now oil? [Rekar: Ai nyt öljy?] Rekar and Karim need help.
(Rekar finds the ingredients) [(Rekar hakee raaka-aineita)]
Karim: Now salt? [Karim: Ai nyt suola?]
T: How is it going with Anni and Idil? [T: Mites Annilla ja Idilillä 
menee?]
(The girls do not answer) [Tytöt ei oikein vastaa tai kommentoi]
Karim: What does this 1/2-1dl mean? [Karim: Mitä tää 1-1 ½dl 
tarkoittaa?]
Karim has problems with symbols.
Rekar: You know what it is? It is that you should think! [Rekar: 









As the above episode illustrates, the teacher seemed to be in a key position during the 
practical work. The students had many questions about the working procedures or recipes 
explained during the theory sequences. The recipe symbols were confusing in this episode. 
The next episode (Excerpt 6) further clarifies the kind of situations in which the students 
had difficulties in understanding and what kind of questions they posed during the practical 
work.  
T: One deciliter or one and a half depends on how much you 
have flour. [T: 1dl tai 1/2dl se riippuu siitä paljon siinä on 
jauhoja.]
Karim: Is this ready? [Karim: Onks tää valmis?] Karim and Farid need help.
Mark: (Toni is kneading the dough) Let’s add some flour 
[Mark(Toni vaivaa taikinaa): Pistetään vähän jauhoja.]
Farid: Hey teacher should it be like that? Runny? [Farid: Hei ope 
pitääks sen olla tommosta? Löysää?]
T: Yes [T: Joo.]
Karim: Hey teacher! Can you come here! [Karim: Ope hei voitko 
tulla tänne!]
          Questions
          Disturbances
          DU: difficulties in understanding 
          DG:disagreements between participants 
          O: objections





Excerpt 6. Group focused episode 2 
“When do we put in the rice? Why like this?” (2 April '04) 
*”Milloin riisi laitetaan? Miksi näin?”(02.04.04)+
Flow of the episode Notes
(Teacher helps one kitchen at a time) [(Ope auttelee joka 
ryhmää vuorotellen)]
(Someone needs rice) [Joku huutaa riisiä]
Rekar: How much onion? [Rekar: Paljonko sipulia?] Rekar needs the teacher’s help.
T: About half. [T:Noin puolet]
Rekar: Do I put this in the bowl? [Rekar: Laitanko mä tän 
kippoon?]
(Karim shouts something that cannot be understood) [Karim: 
huutaa jotain, josta ei saa selvää]
T: Awesome! [T: Mahtavaa]
T: Okay. Then Rekar… *T: No niin. Sitten Rekar...+
(Rekar asks for all the working orders again) [Rekar: Kysyy 
kaikki työvaiheet uudelleen opelta]
More questions.
(Teacher goes and helps the girls, Karim shouts questions 
about the working orders, Ahmed goes and shows the fried food 
to teacher) [T menee auttamaan tyttöjä, Karim huutelee ja 
Rekar huutelee kysymyksiä työvaiheisiin liittyen, Ahmed käy 
näyttämässä ruskistettuja juttuja opelle.]
Rekar: Now music! [Rekar: Nyt musiikkia!]
T: Carefully (helps Karim and Rekar)! [T: Varovasti! (auttaa 
Ahmedia&Karimia)]
Van: Salla! We have run out of Fairy (dish detergent)! [Van: 
Salla! Fairi on loppu!]
S: I will bring more. [S: Tuon lisää.]
Rekar: Come and see if these are good. [Rekar: Tuu kattomaan 
onko nää hyviä.]
T: (Reads from the recipe). Put the curry paste in the frying pan. 
* T: (lukee suoraan ohjeesta ääneen) ”Laita pannulle 
currytahnaa”+
Karim: Can you help me? [Karim:Voitsä auttaa?] Karim needs help.
T: Yes, of course. [T: Joo, tottakai]
Rekar: So, what? [Rekar: Siis mitä?]
Rekar did not understand the 
previous instruction.
T: Now put the curry paste in the frying pan (advises Tim at the 
same time). [T:Nyt currytahna pannulle (neuvoo samalla myös 
Fatonia).]
Pekka: Teacher! Come and help! [Pekka: Ope! tuu auttamaan.]
Teacher is needed (Pekka, Rekar and 
Karim).
Rekar: How much? How much do I put? [Rekar: Paljo? Paljo mä 
pistän tätä?]








In the previous episode different students asked the same questions many times. In many 
situations students wanted to know if they understood something correctly. This indicates that 
the students did not understand or follow the working procedures given during the theory 
sequences. 
According to Vygotsky (1978), work with a more competent peer could help the 
development of a less competent child. Tudge (1990) has examined collaboration between 
peers. His interesting question is “whether the other child is as willing to accept her partner’s 
view as she would if her partner were an adult” (Tudge, 1990, p. 158). 
This study provided many short-term situations in which peers helped each other or 
commented on each other’s work. Table 16 has a few of these examples. 
T: Add those to cold water. [T: Kylmään veteen ne lisätään.]
(Terttu comes to talk with Salla) [(Terttu tulee juttelemaan 
Sallan kanssa)]
Rekar: It's that much! [Rekar: Noin paljo!]
T: It is not that much. [T: Ei siinä paljon ole.]
Rekar: I' m allergic to that [Rekar: Mä oon allerginen tolle.]
T: No you aren't. Soy? [T: Etkä oo. Soijallekko?]
Rekar: When do we put in the rice? Why like this? [Rekar: 
Milloin riisi laitetaan? Miksi näin?]
More questions (Teacher, Rekar and 
Karim).
(Someone jokes with the camera) [(Joku ilveilee kameralle)]
Karim: Can I put in chili powder? [Karim: Saaks laittaa chiliä?]
T: Yes you can. [T: Joo, saa laittaa.]
          Questions
          Disturbances
          DU: difficulties in understanding 
          DG:disagreements between participants 
          O: objections





Table 16. Work with peers 





Pekka: Is this onion chopped well or do I 







Karim: Let me show you! (Karim shows 
Idil how an onion is chopped)







Rakar: What is this chapatti bread like?
Farid: Well, 
like tortillas.
Karim: What is 






Farid: No! Stupid! (Farid said this to 
Karim when he put an iron cast pan 
under cold (running) water and the 
result was an enourmous amount of 
steam)






Farid: You were supposed to put oil 
there, not water! (To Karim about 
muffin dough)






Rekar: Do it like this! Look, hold the 
potato like this. (Rekar showed Mark 
how to peel a potato)






Van: Now you need to wash your hands 
(Van gave orders to Tim)
Tim did not say 
anything
 
According to my experience with this multicultural class, effective and guided peer work 
during home economics lessons would facilitate the teacher’s work. The lessons would also 
be quieter. Some of the students shouted their questions at the teacher from their places during 
the practical sequences, which made the class very noisy. 
7.1.3 Focusedness of actions related to deviations from the script 
After a describing of the focusedness of episodes there is a need to look deeper into the 
questions and disturbances of the episodes and analyze the interaction of a multicultural 







Table 17 shows the number of questions during seven sessions (divided according to 
episodes): 
Table 17. Number of questions 
Most of the questions were posed during the group focused episodes. This is obvious 
because the practical sequences included mainly group focused episodes, and they took up 
most of the three hour sessions (see Table 34. Focusedness of actions, Appendix 5). 
Furthermore, focused and individually focused episodes included fewer questions because it 
is possible that students posed their questions during the “hands on” practical work. When 
trying to understand the working procedures or recipes during the theory part of the lesson the 
students did not know what or how to ask. Table 18 further illustrates the differences between 
episodes.  
Table 18. Type of questions and focusedness of actions 
Group focused episodes include various questions asked when the students did not 
understand the recipe or did not know at all what to do. There were also numerous questions 
when the students did not find something (such as ingredients) and when the students wanted 
to make sure they understood something (a recipe) correctly during the group focused 








Individually focused 55 190
Group focused 580 575
TOTAL 671 910






Asks irrelevant question 16 23 70 109
Does not understand the 
recipe
- 1 113 114
Does not understand what 
to do
- 5 141 146
Does not find something 3 3 101 107
Asks if she/he understood 
correctly
- - 74 74
Asks for more
information
17 23 81 121
TOTAL 36 55 580
TIME (min) 145 190 575
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the focused episodes, on the other hand, there were fewer questions but most of them were 
relevant because the students asked for more information (the number of irrelevant questions 
was almost the same). 
7.1.3.2 Disturbances 
Disturbances during the seven videotaped sessions of home economics numbered 425. 
Table 19 shows the division of the number of disturbances during the seven sessions.  
Table 19. Number of disturbances  
Also, most of the disturbances appeared during group focused episodes. In relation to 
duration, group focused episodes included approximately six times more disturbances than 
focused episodes and four times more questions than individually focused episodes. Focused 
episodes did not contain many disturbances. As shown earlier, individually focused episodes 
included situations in which the teacher used concepts that the students did not understand, 
which resulted in numerous disturbances. Table 20 illustrates the kinds of disturbances 
various episodes included: 
Table 20. Type of disturbances and focusedness of actions 
In relation to duration of episodes, restlessness occurred three times more during 
individually focused than focused episodes. Group focused episodes included many 
difficulties in understanding but not much restlessness.  
In sum, theory sequences included individually focused episodes (see Table 34. 
Focusedness of actions, Appendix 5). The idea behind the theory sequences was for the 
teacher to explain working procedures and to go through the recipes for the forthcoming 
practical part. In other words, the number of objections and amount of restlessness during the 
theory sequences indicates and is related to difficulties in understanding during the practical 
Focusedness of actions




Individually focused 71 190
Group focused 340 575
TOTAL 425 910








- 9 287 296
Disagreements - 4 22 26
Objection 2 16 12 30
Restlessness 12 42 19 73
TOTAL 14 71 340
TIME (min) 145 190 575
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sequences. Also, interaction in the multicultural classroom is more successful if the 
participants are focused on the same objects. Interaction in which participants are focused on 
different objects are challenging and laborious for the teacher. Students may also experience 
classroom situations as tiring, difficult or laborious when interaction is full of disturbances 
and too many questions. 
In the following, the results related to the first research question are summarized. 
7.1.4 Quality of interaction in the multicultural home economics classroom  
The first research question in this study aimed to define the characteristics of interaction 
in the multicultural classroom. In order to do that, sequences and episodes of the data were 
examined through the type of disturbances and questions as well as focusedness of the object 
of participants’ actions. A huge number of disturbances and questions occurred during the 
practical sequences (a.k.a. during group focused episodes). Most of the disturbances during 
the practical sequences had to do with difficulties in understanding. The most of the questions 
during the practical sequences were asked when the student did not understand what to do, 
s/he did not understand the recipe or s/he did not find something (such as an ingredient). On 
the contrary, during the meal sequences only a few disturbances took place and the students 
did not ask many questions. The theory sequences prior to the practical sequences included 
mostly individually focused episodes. During these individually focused episodes, great deal 
of restlessness (type of disturbance), was observed and most of the questions the students 
posed were not related to the subject area under discussion.  
As the episodes presented illustrated, the reason for restlessness and irrelevant questions 
during the theory sequences was the teacher’s use of difficult psychological tools. The 
students were unable to follow the discussions as well as the working procedures or recipes. 
This carried over to difficulties in understanding during the practical sequences. In contrast, 
during the meal sequences (classified as group focused episodes) the students and teacher ate 
the food prepared and mainly discussed the issues that the students brought up. This resulted 
in a cosy and peaceful atmosphere with no disturbances or irrelevant questions.  
In addition, the group focused episodes (practical sequences) were strenuous for the 
teacher because of the many unplanned disturbances and questions. According to this study, 
and at least with this group of students, well organized peer assistance would have helped and 
supported the teacher’s work in the multicultural classroom of home economics. 
If the quality of interaction in the multicultural home economics classroom is seen through 
Engeström’s (2004) figures (Figure 8–Figure 10), coordination and cooperation existed. 
During coordination the participants’ actions were focused on different objects and the 
students were only concerned with their own interests. In cooperation, the participants had a 
shared object and they tried to structure and develop the object together. The third figure, 
communication, illustrates a situation in which participants reflectively evaluate and together 
develop the object, the script and style of interaction. The episodes in this study did not 
include this type of interaction.  
We can now turn from focusedness of actions to learning between different contexts.  
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7.2 Learning between school and everyday life contexts 
7.2.1 Connections to immigrant students’ everyday lives 
According to Vygotsky, children’s perception and use of everyday concepts is 
transformed by interacting with school concepts; everyday concepts form part of a system of 
knowledge in which awareness and control are acquired. (Moll, 1990, p. 10; Vygotsky, 1982, 
pp. 192–193.) 
Horizontal development deals with the process of change and development occurring 
within a student when s/he moves between contexts (for instance, school and work) 
(Engeström, Engeström & Kärkkäinen, 1995, p. 320). 
According to Vygotsky, mediation is the central fact of psychology. In regard to the social 
institution of schooling, he argues that formal instruction and social interaction are 
interrelated. Vygotsky introduces “scientific” and “everyday” concepts; the difference 
between these is that scientific concepts are acquired through formal instruction. In school 
work the teacher concentrates on the definitions and meanings of words, and the systematic 
relationships between them. Everyday concepts are unsystematic while scientific concepts 
constitute an organized system of knowledge. Also, both of these concepts are interconnected 
and interdependent. With everyday concepts children make sense of scientific concepts; thus, 
everyday concepts mediate the acquisition of scientific concepts. (Moll, 1990, pp. 9–10; 
Vygotsky, 1982, pp. 191–192.)  
In their study, Moll and Greenberg (1990) integrated the school and home knowledge of 
the students. They saw every household as an educational setting in which the major function 
is to transmit information. They agreed with Vygotsky (1998), Hedegaard et al. (2001) and 
Hefflin (2002) that motivational aspects grow if educational arrangements are planned 
through an immigrant student’s culture and everyday life.  
The students in this study are at an age at which they have experience mainly from home 
and leisure activities. Home economics as a subject area is closely related to the students’ 
everyday life. Horizontal development in this study means that students’ work (in the home 
economics classroom) in a school context is related to their home context or hobbies. 
During the planning of the lessons there was no conscious intention to integrate the 
students’ everyday life with home economics education. The study was intended to observe 
whether the data contained instances of the students contributing their everyday life 
experiences to classroom discussions. This included situations in which the teacher tried to 
connect the students’ everyday life to home economics during class. Table 21 presents a 
classification of everyday life connections and examples from the episodes (See also Table 
35. Connections to students’ everyday lives, Appendix 6). A, B or C were marked when the 
students started to discuss their everyday life themselves or when they asked the teacher about 




Table 21. Classification of everyday life situations and examples from the data 
Table 22 shows the number of connections with everyday life according to the sequences. 
Table 22. Number of connections to students’ everyday lives 
The table above illustrates that students discussed their home-related experiences the most 
during Theory 1 sequences. Students were also interested in discussing their leisure time and 
consuming habits during the meal sequences. Furthermore, it can be seen that during seven 
sessions of the data, students discussed issues related mainly to their homes (A); they did not 
bring up many issues dealing with their leisure time (C). 
All the above-mentioned matters (A, B and C) discussed by the students during the 
classroom situations can be connected to the subject matter of home economics. Of course, 




The students’ comments deal 
with their experiences at home 
(related to food, homemaking, 
parents, siblings).
Rekar: My mother made 
bream yesterday at home too. 
Teacher: She made bream the 
Arabian way?/ 16 April '04. 
Baking or cooking at 
home;
Weekends or holidays at 
home with the family
B
The students as consumers. 
Students’ comments are related 
to shopping, spending, 
recycling. 
Karim: Teacher! You know that
cd-player MP3 that costs 100€
in a shop? I sold it to Van for
40€ / 30 April '04.
Buying something (cd-
player, mp3-player), 
Recycling habits of their 
own or their family; 
Commercials
C
The students’ comments deal 
with their leisure time 
(hobbies, friends). 
Rekar: If I go to the gym today,










Organizing 0 0 0 5
Theory 1 6 2 1 19
Practical 3 1 1 64
Meal 3 2 2 23
Theory 2 0 1 0 9
Ending 0 0 0 9





 every day life
The students’ comments during that 
sequence are related to their 
experiences at home
Connects school work and students 
as consumers
The students’ comments are related 
to their leisure time
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sometimes a teacher cannot start to talk about consumerism, for example, when students 
mention CD-players. But sometimes, when students bring up their everyday lives (offer their 
own script) and it is possible for the teacher to change his/her planned script and connect the 
students’ lives with school knowledge, it can be a fruitful experience. Gutierrez et al. (1999) 
note that the teacher should take advantage of the opportunity to open up new horizons and 
expand learning. Gutierrez employed the concept Third Space, which can be defined as a 
developmental zone between the official (school curriculum) and unofficial (home context) 
spaces in the classroom. It is also possible for the teacher to use a student’s stories as an 
example later. All meal sequences in the data included discussions about students’ everyday 
lives even though the students’ comments were rarely connected to the subject area of the 
day. It may be that in a meal situation where the participants are gathered together, it is easier 
for students to pose questions, as well as tell, about their everyday lives. These comments 
may help the teacher to understand students’ everyday lives (especially immigrants’ lives in 
their different home cultures) and she may connect these comments with a subject area in later 
lessons. Students’ comments during the demonstrations were also sometimes related to their 
everyday lives. (Excerpt 2). 
Table 23 shows the number of the situations with connections to students’ everyday lives 
and they are categorized according to focusedness of actions. Plus (+) indicates connections 
while minus (-) indicates lack of connections. For example, the data included 10 focused 
episodes with connections to students’ everyday lives and 15 individually focused episodes 
with no such connections. 
Table 23. Everyday life and focusedness of actions in episodes 
If focused and individually focused episodes are compared, focused episodes include 
more connections to students’ everyday lives. According to these results, it can be said that 
connections with students’ everyday life during educational discussions help the students 
focus better on the subject discussed. Furthermore, if everyday life connections occurring in 
all sequences are examined (Table 30. Number of disturbances, questions and everyday life 
connections in the data, Appendix 1), it is interesting that meal-sequences included a good 











Individually focused 1+/15- 190




7.2.2 Examples of successful connections 
In the following, two episodes with connections to students’ everyday lives are presented. 
In these two episodes participants’ actions have focused on the same objects. In the first 
episode (Excerpt 7) the teacher discusses hen’s egg with the students. The notes are marked 
with arrows of different colors: 
Arrow Explanation
Blue
Students and teacher 




DU: difficulties in 
understanding, 





Connections to the students' 




Excerpt 7. Egg episode 
“Matti said that it can be broken” (26 March '04) *”Matti 
sanoi, että sen saa rikkoutumaan” (26.3.04)+
Flow of the episode Notes
T: Today’s subject is ground meat and potato! *T: ”Tänään on 
aiheena jauheliha ja peruna!”+
During this egg-episode, the 
students could guess the name of a 
new herb (coriander) that they had 
not used before. 
(Boys talk about a hen’s egg: Can I crack it if I press here? Matti  
(their class teacher) said that…Hey guys… *(pojat puhuu 
keskenään kananmunasta: ”Meneekö rikki, kun tästä 
puristaa?”, ”Matti (luokanvalvoja) sanoi että…”, ”Jätkät hei…”)+
Karim: Can I taste? (Points out coriander). *Karim: ”Voiko 
maistaa?” (osoittaa korianteria)+
The students were interested in 
seeing, guessing and tasting. 
T: Don't say right away let everybody test it first (passes the 
coriander around). *T: ”Älkää sanoko heti, vaan antaa kaikkien 
ensin testata mistä on kysymys” (laittaa korianterin 
kiertämään)]
Karim: Matti said that it can break (says Rekar about the egg). 
*Karim: ”Matti sanoi, että sen saa rikkoutumaan” (sanoo 
kananmunasta Rekarille)]
The boys were interested in eggs. 
They had probably talked about it (in 
school or outside school) because 
they mentioned their class teacher’s 
name (he taught them biology).
T: I know that it can break. *T: ”Mä tiedän, että se menee 
rikki.”+
Ahmed: No, I mean that yellow (says something about egg). 
*Ahmed: ” Ei kun sitä keltaista” (tarkoittaa kananmunasta 
jotain)]
T: It will break, it will break (says to boys when they sgueeze 
the egg). *T: ”Se menee rikki, se menee rikki” (sanoo pojille, 
kun puristelevat kananmunaa)]
The students were so anxious to 
learn and they were so anxious to 
break the eggs that the teacher had 
to calm  them down many times.
Farid: Show us. (Takes one egg). In the middle like this (puts the 
egg in his hand). *Farid: ”Näytä” (ottaa kananmunan). ”Tähän 
keskelle tälleen” (laittaa kananmunan käteen).+
T: Then it won’t break. *T: ”Sit se ei mene rikki”+
Karim: (Puts the egg on the table). I almost dropped it. [Karim: 
(Laittaa kananmunan pöydälle). ”Melkein tipahti”+
T: So the idea is this. I will tell you what it's about. (Farid tries 
to crack one egg, the coriander goes around). *T: ”Eli idea on 
näin. Mä kerron mikä tää juttu on.” (Farid yrittää rikkoa yhtä 
kananmunaa, yrtit kiertää)]
T: You will accidentally break it. Give it to me. *T: ”Se menee 
kuitenkin vahingossa rikki. Anna tänne”+






T: Then you will have a long detention. *T: ”Niin saat pitkän 
jälki-istunnon”+
T: Okay, pass it around, you may taste it (about coriander). [T: 
”Okei, laita kiertämään, voi maistaa” (yrtistä)+
Van: Oh, I can taste this (looks at the coriander)? *Van: ”Ai tätä 
voi maistaa?” (katsoo korianteria)+
One student asks if she can taste 
the herb.
T: In other words boys…If you start to press hen’s egg. It is so 
that if you sgueeze egg crosswise, it won’t break. *T: ”Eli tässä 
tuota pojat… Jos lähdette puristelemaan kananmunaa. Sehän on 
niin, että kananmunaa, kun yrittää tällä tavalla puristaa 
poikittain, niin ei mene rikki”+
Farid: You want to bet? *Farid: ”Lyödäänkö vetoa?”+
T: But if you turn it like this. Then you can sgueeze it and break 
it (boys listen carefully). *T: ”Mutta, jos sen kananmunan 
kääntää toisinpäin. Tällä lailla. Niin sitten sen saa puristamalla 
rikki” (pojat kuuntelee tarkasti) +
The teacher explains to the boys 
how to break an egg. 
Ahmed: Is this nettle? (About herb) *Ahmed: ”Onko tää 
nokkosta?” (yrtistä)+
One question about the herb. 
T: The structure of a hen’s egg is…(draws on blackboard) *T: 
”Kananmunan rakenne on… (piirtää taululle)”+
Karim: You try! (Asks the teacher to sgueeze one egg). [Karim: 
”Yritä sä! (pyyää opea puristamaan)”+
T: No I won’t. *T: ”En mä viitti”+
Karim: You think that it will crack but it won’t. *Karim: ”Sä 
luulet, että se voi mennä, mut ei se mee”+
T: We have this egg. An egg is like this (draws on the 
blackboard and explains the structure; everyone listens 
carefully). Here on the bottom we have an air space. If we 
carefully broke this egg and that air space on the bottom, the 
egg would stay on the table and the egg white and egg yolk 
would stay in place and would not run. If you break it by 
squeezing, the whole egg breaks apart; but pressing like this, 
you cannot break it. *T: ”Meillä on tämä mynä. Kananmuna on 
tällainen (piirtää taululle ja selostaa rakennetta, jolloin kaikki 
kuuntelee tarkkaavaisesti). Niin täällä alhaalla on tällainen 
ilmakupla. Jos me nyt varovasti rikottais tää kananmuna ja toi 
ilmakupla täältä pohjasta niin tää kananmuna pysyis pöydällä 
ja täällä sisällä oleva keltuainen ja valkuainen pysyis paikallaan 
eikä lähtis valumaan. Kun se puristaa rikki, niin se hajoaa koko 
muna, mutta näin puristamalla se ei hajoa.]
The teacher explains the structure of 
an egg to the students and they 
listen and ask questions.
In this situation, a concrete egg 
helps the teacher to explain its 
structure.
Farid: No? It breaks like this?  *Farid: ”Ei vai? Ai näinkö se 
menee rikki?”+






 In this episode the students connect the structure of an egg with another context (see 
yellow arrow). Some of the students were so anxious to break an egg that disturbances 
occurred. Questions were related to the subject and the students were interested in the 
teacher’s explanation about the structure of an egg. Even though the teacher and the students 
were supposed to talk about ground meat and potatoes (they talked about those later during 
the lesson) they discussed the structure of an egg. This was an example of a third space and a 
wise decision on the part of the teacher because the students were interested in learning “how 
to break an egg” and it seemed to be connected to their everyday life or at least it affected 
their motivation.  
The students had the problem of “how to break an egg by squeezing it” before this lesson 
of home economics. In terms of vertical and horizontal development and the different types of 
contexts, the students may have had this problem in a home context or a school context 
(during other subjects.) Attwell and Jennes (1996, p. 12) have argued that: “work experience 
will not by itself promote work process knowledge and that it needs to be mediated.” Thus, as 
in the former episode, the previous experience (from other contexts) the students had with 
eggs will not itself promote knowledge and it needs to be mediated – for example, by 
describing the structure of an egg and explaining the concepts of the subject area. In this way 
mediation takes place within their everyday life; thus relating to a horizontal move created a 
vertical move. 
The second episode is (Excerpt 8) connected to students’ everyday life and is about 
recycling. The students started the lesson by putting their pancake batters in the refrigerator, 
and then they gathered around the round table to discuss recycling. The teacher had taken 
examples of recycled items (cans, cartoon, bottles) which helped the students better 
understand the terms she used. 
T: Did the girls see that herb (coriander)? What herb was it? 
Who recognizes it?  *T: ”Joko tuo yrtti on kiertänyt tytöillä? Eli 
mistä yrtistä oli kysymys? Kuka tuntee?” +
          Students and teacher understand each other. 
          Questions
          Disturbances
          DU: difficulties in understanding 
          DG:disagreements between participants 
          O: objections
          R: restlessness




Excerpt 8. Recycling episode 
“ I recycle at my home” (16 April '04) *Mä kierrätän omassa 
kotona (16.04.04)]
Flow of the episode Notes
T: Okay friends. What comes to mind from the word recycle, in 
other words, recycling? [T. No niin ystävät. Mitä teille tulee 
mieleen sanasta kierrättäminen eli kierrätys?]
Pekka: We use something and then we use it again. [Pekka: 
Käytetään joku tavara ja sitten käytetään se uudelleen.]
T: Use and use. Again and again. For example. And what kinds 
of things are recycled in households? What do you recycle? [T: 
Käytetään käytetään. Uudelleen uudelleen. Esimerkiksi. Ja 
minkälaisia asioita kotitaloudessa eli kotona kierrätetään? Mitä 
te kierrätätte esimerkiksi?]
This episode starts with the 
students' everyday experiences.
Van: Batteries. [Van: Paristoja.]
T: Yes. Batteries. [T: Joo Paristot..]
Rekar: I recycle at my home. [Rekar: Mä kierrätän omassa 
kotona.]
One student tells about his 
experiences from home.
T: Homes are full of garbage. You get cardboard, metal, glass, 
carton, liquid cartons packages and so on. Well, there are 
different kinds of glass. What other kinds of glass  besides this 
glass jar? [T: Kotonahan syntyy siis kaikenlaista jätettä. Tulee 
pahvisia paketteja, metallia, lasia, kartonkia, 
nestekartonkipakkauksia jne. No, lasiahan on erilaista. Millaista 
muuta lasia  syntyy kuin tällaista lasipurkkilasia?]
The teacher continues with everyday 
life examples and asks about the 
students’ own experiences and the 
students follow the lesson very well.
Rekar: Liquor bottles [Rekar: Viinapullot.]
T: Liquor bottles, beer bottles, soda bottles. Soda bottles are 
not made out of glass anymore but when I was your age there 
were no plastic bottles. Yes. So this bottle glass, let’s say, is 
"usable glass", so how can it be used? If you have many soda 
bottles and beer bottles, how can they be of use? [T: 
Viinapullot, olutpullot, limonadipullot jne. Limupullothan ei oo 
enää oikeestaan lasisia mutta silloin kun mina olin teidän 
ikäinen niin muovipulloja ei oltu vielä keksitty. Joo. Eli nämä 
pullolasit, sanotaanko näin, on hyötylasia  eli mikä hyöty siitä 
on? Jos sulla on esimerkiksi tarpeeksi monta limonadipulloa tai 
olutpulloa, niin mitenkä se hyödyttää sua?]
Van: You get money. [Van: Saa rahaa.]
The students have their own 
experiences of the issue discussed.
T: Yes. It's a deposit system. When you buy that soda bottle, it 
says there is a deposit. What is the deposit for a  0.5 liter soda 
bottle? [T: Aivan eli se kierrätysjärjestelmä perustuu siihen 
panttiin.Eli kun sä ostat sen limupullon, niin siinä lukee, että 
pantti. Paljonko on 0,5l:n limupullossa pantti?]
Mark: 0,15 cents [Mark: 0,15 senttiä.]
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In this episode there are no disturbances. The students connect the topic with their home 
context (see yellow arrows) and understand the teacher’s questions (see blue arrows). At the 
end of the episode restlessness occurred. This discussion shows how well the students’ 
everyday experiences relate to the subject area in school, and that the teacher knows how to 
connect the students’ everyday life with the subject area. Guile and Griffiths (2001) explain 
T:0.15 cents. Correct. So it is included in the price of the bottle 
at the market and then when we take it back, we’ll get the 
deposit back. So.  How much you can get from this (shows glass 
jar)? [T: 0,15 senttiä. Aivan. Eli se lasketaan siihen pullon 
hintaan kaupassa ja sitten kun sen vie kauppaan, niin saa sen 
pantin takaisin. No niin. Paljonko tästä saa (näyttää 
lasipurkkia)?]
T: Nothing. But don't break this because glass will not 
decompose. Where do you take these? [T: Tästä ei saa mitään. 
Mutta tätä ei myöskään pidä särkemään ruveta, koska lasi ei 
maadu. Vaan tämä viedään mihin?]
Rekar: Home. [Rekar: Kotiin.]
Idil:  Glass collection. [Idil: Lasinkeräyspaikkaan.]
T: Glass collection. So it is wise to collect more of these at 
home and then take these to glass collection. This is 
economical because you do not need to constantly go there. [T: 
Lasinkeräyspaikkaan. Eli näitä kannattaa kotona aina kerätä 
vähän isompi määrä ja viedä sitten sinne lasinkeräykseen. 
Tämä on taloudellista senkin takia, ettei tarvitse jatkuvasti 
käydä siellä.]
T: The metal lid will naturally be taken to metal collection. Also 
these kinds of cans and so forth. So today when we prepare 
mushrooms (out of a can), the one using this can last rinses it 
and takes it back there to that brown cardboard box, a metal 
collection container. [T: Metallinen kansi viedään luonnolisesti 
metallinkeräyspisteeseen samoin kuin tällaiset tölkit ja 
muuta.Eli nyt kun meillä tänään käsitellään näitä sieniä, niin se 
joka käyttää tätä tölkkiä viimeksi, huuhtelee sen ja vie sen 
tuonne taakse, tuonne ruskeaan pahvilaatikkoon, joka on 
metallinkeräysastia.]
Karim: That one? [Karim: Ai tohon?]
The students follow the lesson very 
well.
T: The same for milk cartons that are empty like this, and 
almost that one, need to be rinsed and brought there. [T: 
Samoin kuin maitopurkit mitkä tulee tyhjiksi niin kuin tämä ja 
melkein tuokin niin huuhdellaan ja viedään tuonne.]
          Students and teacher understand each other. 
          Questions
          Disturbances
          DU: difficulties in understanding 
          DG:disagreements between participants 
          O: objections
          R: restlessness





that vertical development is also needed to nurture learners’ concept-formation. In this 
episode the teacher supports the students’ everyday knowledge about recycling with the 
concepts of the subject area.  
7.2.3 Students’ everyday life experiences are connected with the content of home economics 
education 
The second research question is related to comments that the students brought to the 
classroom discussion about their everyday lives. Thus, it was planned that the teacher would 
not actively try to find connections between the subject area and the students’ everyday lives 
during the sessions. Differences between the episodes emerged. The focused episodes 
included the greatest number of connections between the school subject and the students’ 
everyday lives. The demonstration situations also elicited these (see Table 21). When the 
sequences in the data are compared, the theory sequences are seen to contain the most student 
comments on their everyday lives. This is interesting because there were many disturbances 
and questions during the theory sequences as well. Also, there were almost no disturbances 
during the meal sequences although all meal sequences included comments about the 
students’ everyday lives (see Table 22).  
When starting to work with immigrant students it may be difficult for a teacher to find 
such connections if s/he is not familiar with the students’ home cultures or their everyday 
lives. Even though in this study the teacher’s main purpose was not to actively seek these 
connections during the sessions, the students’ comments analyzed conveyed the students’ 
interests and everyday lives to the teacher. These experiences help one to understand the 
students better and make it possible to apply this information later. 
As mentioned earlier regarding Third Space (Gutierrez et al. , 1999), home economics is a 
subject area that is full of possibilities for finding connections (developmental zone) between 
everyday life contexts (unofficial spaces) such as home or hobbies and the school curriculum 
(official spaces) in the classroom. The teacher’s role in this is vital; s/he has the opportunity to 
open up new horizons and expand learning. In order for this to happen, however, the students’ 
efforts need to be recognized when they “provide” these unofficial spaces; in other words, 
when they help to connect their everyday lives with school knowledge in the classroom. Also, 
everyday knowledge needs to be mediated by the teacher in order to promote students’ 
learning. 
We can now move on the results of the third research question. 
7.3 Teacher’s tool-use 
7.3.1 Mediating agents in a home economics classroom  
This study analyzes what Engeström (1990, p. 174) calls tools in use. In his article, 
Engeström explains the multiple meanings of artifacts. Norman (1991) argues that it is 
possible to take either a personal view or a system view of artifacts. Engeström (1990) 
explains that typically researchers take a system view (where an entire system, person, task 
and mediating artifact are enhanced by an artifact) and the subject (or user or actor) takes 
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a/the personal view where the mediating artifact changes the nature of the task the person is 
facing. 
Engeström (1990) clarifies why it is important for a researcher to take a/the personal view 
and for the actor to take a/the system view. The tool in an activity system does not dictate how 
it should be used by the subjects. The tool implies more uses than the original action that gave 
birth to it. In order to study tools, not as ideally designed, but tools in use, a researcher needs 
the socially distributed personal view. A personal view of artifacts needs to be understood 
together with their cultural evolution. Thus, the personal view means plural phenomena. 
My own experience is that home economics as a school subject in the Finnish school 
system includes much tool-use that can be particularly difficult for immigrant students. Teräs 
(2007) has studied vocational learning practices and found that in immigrant students’ 
opinion, Finland is paperland. According to Teräs, Finnish children are socialized in practices 
that are paper-dependent and paper is an important and ubiquitous artifact. The episodes in 
data presented here show that in the home economics lessons, too, paper is needed. The 
students used many recipes and books during the all the lessons in the data.  
Lessons also include a variety of other kinds of tools. The focal point of the learning 
process is the idea of mediation. Vygotsky (1978) connects the subject (the individual), the 
object (the task or activity) and the mediating artifacts (such as books). Individuals need to be 
understood in their context. Cultural artifacts link individuals and cultural means together.  
Vygotsky lists three kinds of mediating agents: material tools, psychological tools and the 
human mediator. Material tools are directed at processes in nature so they have only an 
indirect influence on human psychological processes and “material tools do not exist as 
individual implements; they presuppose collective use, interpersonal communication and 
symbolic representation.” Symbolic psychological tools are more important in sociocultural 
psychology because they “occupy a strategic position “between” stimuli of the world and the 
inner psychological processes of an individual. Psychological tools thus transform the 
unmediated interaction of the human being with the world into mediated interaction.” 
Perception, memory and attention are examples of “natural” psychological functions that 
become transformed under the influence of psychological tools. In the Vygotskian research 
tradition “the role of the human mediator was often reduced to that of the mere provider of 
symbolic tools to the child”(Kozulin, 1998, p. 4). Reuven Feuerstein has elaborated the role 
of human mediator as a part of the mediated learning experience (MLE). The presence of 
MLE creates conditions necessary for appropriation of psychological tools (Kozulin, 1998, 
pp. 3–4, Vygotsky, 1978, p. 57).  
In the home economics classroom the material tools (pots, pans and other utensils) are 
always present. It is easy to assume in that a classroom is full of concrete tools that teachers 
can use together with verbal instructions and that way clarify working procedures and recipes. 
The question is, does the teacher know how to use the tools (material or psychological) to 
help the students learn something and enable them to finish their assignment.  
The videotaped lessons indicated that students did not pose many questions during the 
theory sequences. The idea of going through the recipe together during the theory sequences 
before the students started to prepare food was that the students would understand the recipe 
and then use it as a tool during their work in the classroom. The teacher wanted the students to 
understand the meaning of the texts, the use of different ingredients (such as baking powder) 
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or the meaning of symbols (tbsp) in the recipe. The teacher tried to explain the problematic 
situations verbally but it was difficult for her to know what they were because the students did 
not ask questions. The students “understood” what was problematic only after they started to 
act; then they had a number of questions. That is why the teacher did many individual 
demonstrations during the practical work, such as explaining black spots to one student at a 
time. The most common problematic situation occurred when a student was in the kitchen 
trying to prepare food and did not understand the recipe or did not know what to do. Then the 
teacher came to the rescue with the use of verbal instructions or individual demonstrations 
and tried to help the student understand what to do. During demonstrations the teacher used 
material tools (such as kitchen utensils),which can illustrate the idea behind the activity. In 
this way, material tools may function better than psychological tools to help students 
understand and function better in the home economics classroom.  
7.3.2 Teacher as mediator 
Table 24. Teacher’s tool-use 
Teacher's tools Type of tool Example from the data
Verbal 
instructions (V) 
Teacher: Take your working seats. Look at the recipe. 
Put your aprons on... so that we get all the doughs to 
swell / 16 April 04
Instructional 
discussion (Di)
Teacher: Let’s discuss consumerism a bit (and discussion 




Teacher:  If we read these (recipes) in pairs and… 





Teacher: Listen (even though the students are already 
working in the kitchens)! Here comes one recipe more! 




Teacher: Take those working sheets and go to that 
round table! Hey! Everyone come here and take your 





Teacher: Let’s start with you Van. What do you have on 
the paper written? Come and get it here on the 
blackboard, please? / 23 April 04
Demonstration 
(D)
Teacher: Let’s look at this first in here. We can take your 
batter soon. Everyone, come here! Come here and see, 




Rekar: How much is ¼ tsp? Teacher: Here we have one 
teaspoon. Here is half a teaspoon and half of it is one 










During the verbal instructions and discussion the teacher only used psychological tools 
(language) when she explained and discussed the issues to be learned. Reading a recipe 
together, going through the recipe during the practical work and paper assignments “included” 
both psychological and material tools (books, recipes, utensils) During demonstrations both 
psychological and material tools were used and two sets of stimuli were involved: Verbal 
stimulus and concrete stimulus. The verbal stimulus (teacher’s working procedures in 
Finnish) alone failed to generate the desired response. The concrete stimulus (utensils, pots 
and pans) helped to mediate the response. The demonstration was an example of a guided 
manual situation, later called guided activating learning (GAL).  
Table 25 illustrates the teacher’s tool-use according to the sequences in the data (see also 
Table 36. Teacher’s pedagogical tools, Appendix 7).  
Table 25. Teacher’s tool-use categorized in sequences 
As Table 25 above indicates, all theory sequences included verbal instructions, and most 
of the theory sequences included instructional discussions and reading the recipe together. All 
practical sequences included verbal instructions, most of which included individual 
demonstrations and instructional discussions. All meal sequences included verbal instructions 
and instructional discussions. This helps explain the earlier results on the number of 
disturbances and questions in the sequences (see Table 10 and Table 12). During the practical 
sequences the students had numerous questions and many disturbances occurred because they 
could not follow the teacher’s verbal instructions during the theory sequences. 
The data included seven planned demonstrations. Every (7) three-hour learning session 
included numerous planned or unplanned demonstrations. Baking cheese croissants (12.3); 
rolling Chapati breads (19.3); chopping onions and making a basic meat loaf dough (26.3); 
making a dessert and deboning a broiler (2.4), and frying pancakes (16.4) were all planned. 
The teacher gave all the planned demonstrations to the whole class at the same time. During 
the practical parts the students asked numerous questions, causing the teacher to give many 
V Di PR AA PA R D ID
Organizing 7 7 - 1 - - 1 - 7
Theory 1 10 6 3 1 - 7 3 - 10
Practical 10 7 - 1 - 9 3 9 10
Meal 7 7 - - - - - - 7
Theory 2 3 2 - - 2 - - - 5
Ending 5 1 - - 1 - - - 7
V Verbal orders
Di Instructional discussion
PR Going through recipe during practical work
AA Activating assignments
PA Paper assignments
R Reading the recipe together
D Demonstration
ID Individual demonstration






Verbal tools Multiple tools
Tool-use + 




individual demonstrations and demonstrations to small groups. 
During and after the demonstrations the students seemed to manage better with their 
individual and group tasks (more analysis about demonstrations in Chapter 7.3.5). The 
teacher’s actions other than demonstrations were meant to clarify various matters that 
presented difficulties but often the students could not finish the given tasks or assignments 
without the teacher’s help. There can be many reasons for that. The teacher’s language was 
too difficult, the symbols or the texts of the recipes were too difficult, language used in paper 
assignments was difficult or various other reasons. Therefore, many disturbances occurred 
during interaction. Table 26 shows how the teacher’s tools varied between focused, 
individually focused and group focused episodes: 
Table 26. Teacher’s tools and focusedness of the episodes 
The focused episodes included a great deal of instructional discussions with the teacher. 
Five of the six demonstrations occurred during focused episodes, the teacher gave many 
verbal instructions during all the episodes, and the group focused episodes were full of 
individual demonstrations. This supports the claim that the students did not understand the 
working procedures during Theory 1 sequences and consequently needed help during the 
practical sequences. In sum, the teacher’s tools did not work as planned. The students were 
not able to use them for various reasons. The psychological tools used (language during 
verbal instructions, language used in recipes, symbols in recipes) were confusing. The 
material tools (presented during demonstration) together with the psychological tools 
facilitated understanding and the result in such cases was a shared object. 
For a closer examination of the teacher’s role as a mediator of meaning in this study, the 
following chapter presents the episodes together with the teacher’s tool-use. 
 






Verbal instructions 12 14 11 37
Instructional disc. 9 8 8 25
Going through the recipe 
during practical work
- 3 - 3
Activating assignments 1 - 1 2
Paper assignments - 3 - 3
Reading the recipe 
together
- 8 11 19
Demonstration 5 1 1 7
Individual demonstration - - 11 11
TOTAL 27 37 43










7.3.3 Difficulties in tool-use: Misunderstanding of the language used by the teacher 
The next episode describes disturbances occurring during guidance of the students or 
explanation of the working procedures. The episodes also illustrate tool-use in the classroom. 
Notes are marked with arrows of different colors. 
In the following episode (Excerpt 9), the students wanted to learn how to divide Chapatti 
bread dough into eight pieces. The teacher had planned to demonstrate to how Chapatti bread 
is fried, but she did not realize that the students would have problems with dividing the dough 
into pieces. 
 
Excerpt 9. Dough-division episode 
“Teacher! Teacher! We only got five pieces!” (19 March '04) 
*”Ope! Ope! Tästä ei tullu ku viisi palaa!” (19.03.04)+
Flow of the episode Notes
Tools, questions
and disturbances
T: And the dough is divided into eight pieces. And the pieces 
are rolled into small balls. [T:  Ja taikina jaetaan kahdeksaan 
osaan. Ja pyöritellään ne pieniksi palloiksi sitten.]





Rekar: Do we do it like this (rolls with a rolling pin like pizza 
dough)? [Rekar: Tehääks ne nyt tällee hei! (Näyttää ja aloittaa 
kuin pizzataikinaa)]
The student uses knowledge he has 
about this kind of dough.
Question 
(student)




Rekar: You divide it! (Says to the teacher and clearly doesn't 
understand how it happens) [Rekar: Jaa sä! (sanoo opelle, 
selkeästi ei ymmärrä miten se tapahtuu)]
The teacher continues and student 
does not understand but does not 
know how to ask. 
Disturbance 
(student)
Rekar: You can do that! (Says to Mark who does not seem to 
understand either). [Rekar: Sä saat tehä ton! (sanoo Markille, 






















T: The easiest way to divide it is to knead it into one long bar 
first. First one long bar. Then into half. You get two. Then again 
into half. You get four. First knead the bar. The bar. Knead it 
with your hands (when the students knead with a rolling pin like 
pizza). [T: Helpoiten saatte jaettua sen osiin, kun leivotte eka 
yhden pitkän pötkön siitä. Ensin yksi pitkä pötkö. Sit puoliksi. 
Tulee kaksi. Sit taas puoliksi. Tulee neljä. Leipokaa ensin pötkö. 
Pötkö. Leipokaa ensin käsin (kun porukat leipoo kaulimella 
pizzamaisesti).]
The concepts teacher uses prevent 




Mark: Hey! Come and help! Teacher! Come help! [Mark: Hei tuu 
ny auttamaan! Ope! Tuu auttamaan!]
Farid: How? (Teacher goes and shows). [Farid: Miten? (T menee 
näyttämään) ]
One student wants to know more.
Question 
(student)
T: Then you roll the pieces… *T: Sit ne palat pyöritellään…+
Verbal orders 
(teacher)
Mark: Let’s make it longer. You cannot do it. *Mark: Tehään 
tästä vähän pitempi. Ei tästä saa.]
Rekar: (Goes and helps Mark, takes the knife from his hand and 
starts to divide the dough). Teacher! Teacher! We only got five 
pieces! [Rekar: (Menee kuitenkin auttamaan ja säätämään 
Markin leipomista, ottaa veitsen Markin kädestä ja alkaa 
jakamaan) Ope! Ope! Tästä ei tullu ku viisi palaa! ]




T: Like this, you roll it into balls (advises Ahmed, Karim, Farid, 
helping with hands). [T: Näin pyörittelet siitä palloja (neuvoo 
Ahmedia, Karimia, Faridia kädestä pitäen)]
Individual 
demonstration
Pekka: How can it fit? [Pekka: Miten voi mahtua?]
Question 
(student)
T: It fits, it fits, with Indian determination. [T: Mahtuu mahtuu, 
intialaisella periksiantamattomuudella kaulitaan.]
T: Roll it into balls… (Demos for a while) *T: Pyöritellään 
palloiksi…(demo kaikille hetken)+
Rekar: Teacher! [Rekar: Ope!]
T: Okay! Listen when I give instructions. Divide it into eight 





Rekar: We only got five pieces. [Rekar: No kun tästä ei tullut 
kun viisi osaa. ]
Difficulties in understanding. Disturbance
T: Only five. Divide it into six. [T: Ei tullu kun viisi. No jaa 
kuuteen.]
Rekar: I cant't get six. I can't! You do it! (Says to the teacher). 
[Rekar: Ei siitä tuu kuuteen osaan. Ei voi. Tee! (sanoo opelle)]
Disturbance
T: You don't have the right attitude. Okay Rekar, now you have 
six pieces. (Rekar starts to roll the dough and the situatin calms 
down for a while) [T: Asenteesi on nyt vähän ikävä. No niin 
Rekar, nyt siinä on kuusi osaa.  (Rekar alkaa kaulita ja homma 
sujuu rauhallisesti hetken)]
T: Stop everything and look this way (starts to show how to fry) 
[T: Keskeyttäkää nyt hetkeksi ja katsokaa tänne. (alkaa näyttää 
paistamista]
          The teacher uses concepts that prevent understanding
          Questions
          Disturbances
          DU: difficulties in understanding 
          DG:disagreements between participants 
          O: objections






The biggest problem in this episode was cutting the dough into eight equal sized pieces. 
Lack of understanding of the Finnish word “pötkö” (a long “roll”) seemed to cause this 
problem. One student became frustrated with the dough and gave it to his partner but he did 
not understand the instructions either. Then he just divided the dough into pieces and did not 
understand what went wrong. Even though students asked strange questions the teacher 
continued without demonstrating how to divide the dough. As the column under topic “tools, 
questions and disturbances” on the right indicates, the teacher’s verbal instructions (alone) 
caused questions and disturbances. In other words, the psychological tools did not work. This 
caused disturbances, and the script could not be carried out as planned.  
7.3.4 Misunderstanding of symbols and language 
In the previous example the students had problems with the Finnish language, which 
caused many disturbances, such as disagreements and objections. The following episode 
(Excerpt 10) illustrates a situation in which a student is not able to read or understand the 
recipe. Notes are marked with arrows of different colors. 
Arrow Explanation
Red














Excerpt 10. Measuring episode 
“This says one slash two dash one” (2 April '04) *“No täs 
lukee yks kahdesosaa viiva yksi (02.04.04)]
Flow of the episode Notes
Tools, questions
and disturbances
Rekar: Salla! Ope! [Rekar: Salla! Ope!]
T: Cut this into pieces (gives an orange to Rekar). [T: Hienonna 




T: These into cubes like this. [T: Nää kuutioiksi näin.]
Rekar: You can cut. I’ll go and get those (ingredients). Can you 
cut those! [Rekar: Joo. Vedä sä, mä meen hakemaan noita 
(raaka-aineita). Voitsä vetää ne!]
This episode starts so that one 
student calls for help and wants 
researcher to help him.
Rekar: Salla! (Researcher do not answer)Salla! Teacher! (Shouts 
and gets agitated because researcher is not answering) [Rekar: 
Salla! (Tutkija ei vastaa) Salla! Ope! (karjuu, menee hermot, kun 
tutkija ei vastaa)]
Teacher tries to help him but the 
student is not very agreeable.
Disturbance 
(student)
Rekar: Would you find me those things (to Salla)? [Rekar: Voitsä 









Rekar: It doesn't say how much I need to put. [Rekar: Siinä ei 
lue paljon pitää laittaa.]
Salla: It's next to it. You can read it there. [Salla: Siinä vieressä 
on. Siinä vieressä lukee.]
Rekar: (Throws  the papers down). Can you tell me? [Rekar: 
(paiskaa paperit) Voitsä sanoo mulle ne?]
The episode continues with the 
researcher starting to help one 
student with one recipe and during 
this discussion it is obvious that the 




Salla: (Goes to help and reads aloud) ½ can of quark. [Salla: 




Rekar: This? Half of this? (Puts it into the bowl). [Rekar: Ai tätä? 




Salla: Then ½ dl sugar (helps him pour). [Salla: Sitten ½ 
desilitraa sokeria (auttaa kaatamaan)]




Salla: Check the recipe. How much is there ? 1tsp? [Salla: Kato 
ohjeesta. Paljon siinä on? 1tl?]
The student gets frustrated because 
the researcher asks him to read the 
recipe himself. The student would 
have wanted straight answers.
 




Rekar: Lemon juice. [Rekar: Sitruunamehua.]
Tim: Teacher! [Tim: Ope (T:lle)!]
T: Yes, coming! [T: Joo, tuun auttamaan.]











In this episode theoretical symbols are not connected to the students’ practical work. The 
episode starts with disturbances. The students do not know what to do and they are frustrated 
that the teacher does not have time to help them. One of the students wants the researcher’s 




Rekar: What is this? How much lemon is needed? [Rekar: Mitä 




(Anni tries to help) [(Anni yrittää auttaa)]
Rekar: How much lemon were we supposed to put? [Rekar: 
Paljo sitä sitruunaa piti olla?]
Question 
(student)
Rekar: Salla! Salla! [Rekar: Salla! Salla!]
Salla: Wait. I can't come now. Check the recipe. [Salla: Odota. 




Rekar:  This says one slash two dash one. [Rekar: No täs lukee 
yks kahdesosaa viiva yks]
Van: Stupid! It's one half to one (1/2 – 1) *Van: Tyhmä! Se on 
puoli viiva yksi.]
The same student does not 
understand at all what he needs to 
do next and he calls for help from 
the researcher. She asks him to look 
at the recipe and when he tries to 
read it he does not understand the 
symbol ½ . Another student tries to 
clarify it to him and then the teacher 
comes and tries to help him.
(Rekar thinks)Vans says again: One half to one [Rekar miettii, 
Van sanoo uudelleen: Puoli viiva yksi.]
(Rekar thinks about it) [Rekar miettii.]




Rekar: One like this kind of (shows teaspoon)? So, one 
tablespoon (measures one teaspoon). [Rekar: Ai yksi 




Rekar: And then? Teacher! Then! [Rekar: Sitte? T! Sitte!]
(Van goes to help) [(Van menee auttamaan)]
Rekar: Would you come and see? [Rekar: Tuutsä kattoo nyt!]
Question 
(student)




Rekar: With what? [Rekar: Millä?]
Question 
(student)
          Teacher uses concepts that prevent understanding
          Questions
          Disturbances
          DU: difficulties in understanding 
          DG:disagreements between participants 
          O: objections





help. A closer look at the questions shows that one of the students is unable to read the recipe 
and thus unable to use it as a tool. This episode indicates that the recipe did not work as a tool 
with this student. Also, the column on the right indicates that psychological tools (teacher’s 
verbal instructions alone) caused questions.  
In the following, the demonstrations of the data are discussed more closely because during 
the demonstrations teacher used both psychological and material tools. 
7.3.5 Demonstration as a path to students’ ZPD  
When the demonstrations of the data are examined more closely, all seven demonstrations 
included three types of mediators: Psychological tools (language, symbols, signs), material 
tools (utensils, pots, books, recipes) and the human being (teacher as a mediator of meaning). 
In the following, information on the demonstrations is collected in one table (Table 27). This 
includes sequences, episodes, questions, disturbances and connections to everyday lives. 
Table 27. Demonstrations of the data 
During five of the seven demonstrations the participants were focused on the same object. 
Only two demonstrations took place during group focused and individually focused episodes. 
Few questions were posed. Few disturbances occurred. Six of the seven demonstrations 
included connections to students’ everyday lives. Most of the connections involved the 
students’ homes. 
The demonstrations were high points in the interaction of the data. Multiple tool-use (I use 
the word when many psychological and material tools are present) together with several 
modes of representation by the teacher were involved. Verbal stimulus alone caused 
disturbances and was not successful, but when the teacher used material tools as a second 







Dough demo March 12th Practical F 1 - A
Chapati demo March 19th Practical GF 5 - A
Onion demo March 26th Theory 1 IF 3 2 -
Meatloaf demo March 26th Theory 1 F 3 2 A
Dessert demo April 2nd Theory 1 F 3 2 A
Chicken demo April 2nd Theory 1 F 2 1 B
Pancake demo April 16th Practical F 3 - A
Episode: Sequence:
F = Participants have focused on the same action O = Organizing sequence
IF = Participants have focused on individual actions T1 = Theory sequence
GF = Participants have group-focused actions P = Practical sequence
M = Meal sequence
T2 = Theory sequence
EN = Ending sequence
Every day life connections:
A) Students' experiences at home (related to food, homemaking, parents, siblings, etc.)
B) Students' as consumers (related to shopping, spending, recycling, etc.)
C) Students' leisure (hobbies, friends, etc.)
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stimulus the students followed the working procedures and asked for more information. In the 
demonstrations, material tools together with psychological tools supported and helped 
understanding. Also, everyday life connections may have improved students’ attentiveness to 
the issues under discussion. 
When the demonstrations are examined from the Vygotskian perspective, they may be 
seen as a path to a student’s working in his/her ZPD. According to Vygotsky (1978), Kozulin 
(2003), Forman & Cazden (1998), teachers need to see the difference between the level of 
actual performance and the learning potential of the student. Together with assisted 
performance (with a teacher, other adult or peer), students learn information that they could 
not learn by themselves. The goal of this assisted learning situation is to change a child’s 
actual level of performance to the zone of proximal development. Or as Cole (1985) puts it, 
the idea of ZPD can be applied to various contexts where there are more capable participants 
who interact with novices in order to increase novices’ relative responsibility until they can 
manage the role of more capable participants alone.  
A demonstration situation with material tools may assist psychological tools (that the 
teacher uses) in the student’s mind; thus the use of material tools support psychological tools. 
Demonstration situations in the data are explained in more detail later in Chapter 8. 
We now turn to a summary of the results related to the third research question. 
7.3.6 Teacher’s tool-use in the multicultural home economics classroom 
The analyzed episodes in this study indicate that the teacher’s tool-use is related to 
disturbances. In this study, a large number of disturbances and questions occurred if the 
teacher used psychological tools (such as verbal instructions and theoretical symbols) alone, 
and the tools were not connected to practical work. This study indicates that various groups of 
students need to be taught with various tools. Table 28 illustrates the effects of disturbances as 
examined through the planned and actual script. 
Table 28. Planned script versus actual script 
The table above shows that in this study the aim of the planned script of the lesson was to 
give the student the ability to create a mental model during the theory part of the lesson and 
implement the model during the following practical part. As the earlier presented episodes 
indicated, in some cases, the disturbances prevented the creation of a mental model, which 
affected the practical part as well. In this study, disturbances resulted from a lack of 
















understanding or a misunderstanding of the teacher’s psychological tools, or a missing 
connection between the subject matter knowledge and the students’ everyday lives. 
Multiple tool-use (during demonstrations) facilitated the students’ work in theory and in 
practice. Material tools supported the psychological tools and promoted understanding of 
problematic concepts in the classroom. If focusedness of actions and all episodes are viewed 
from the perspective of the teacher’s tool-use, focused episodes included verbal procedures, 
demonstrations and activating assignments instead of individually focused episodes such as 
paper assignments, reading the recipe together and going through the recipe during the 
practical work. 
According to Vygotskians, formal learning demands specific cognitive skills (such as 
decontextualized symbolic systems of representation, hypothetical modeling, and reflection) 
of students. If minority students’ native cultures do not have the needed set of psychological 
tools, they must become familiar with them in order to acquire the necessary cognitive skills. 
(Kozulin, 1998, p. 102.) 
In this study and with this multicultural group of students, the teacher’s role was vital. 
Because of the many disturbances, the planned script changed and the students in many cases 
could not follow the working procedures, which complicated their practical work. However, 
all groups managed to finish their tasks in time. This was because of the teacher’s (enormous) 
work during the practical parts of the sessions. She was able to handle everything with the 
changed script, including a great number of questions, disturbances, individual 
demonstrations and demands. 
We can now address the application of this study to questions concerning successful 
multicultural home economics education. 
7.4 Guided activating learning  
7.4.1 Meaning of focusedness 
What are the ingredients of successful (multicultural) home economics education? 
According to this study, this education is successful when participants have a shared object
9
 
and the students try to structure and develop their activity instead of only playing their own 
role and centering on their own interests. During these situations the participants follow the 
planned script. 
                                                 
9
 If participants had a shared object, the episode in the data was called focused. 
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Table 29. Relation between focusedness, disturbances, questions and everyday life 
connections 
When the participants had a shared object fewer disturbances occurred, and most of the 
questions the students asked involved subject area of home economics (see Table 18). There 
were also more connections with everyday life when the participants had a shared object 
(focused episodes). This implies that a lack of connections with students’ everyday lives is 
related to individually focused episodes. Furthermore, during most of the demonstrations, the 
participants also had a shared object. Figure 16 illustrates the factors that enhance focusedness 
and create a shared object. 
Figure 16. Guided activating learning in the multicultural home economics classroom.
The teacher’s tool-use, collaboration and peer work all affected the participants’
focusedness on an object. Furthermore, connections with students’ everyday lives during 
interaction in the multicultural classroom were meaningful in creating a shared object.  
According to the results of this study, if a teacher used both psychological and material 
tools that students understood (for example, during demonstrations) when she explained the 
working procedures or issues to be learned, the participants’ actions were focused on the same 
object, fewer disturbances appeared and the questions asked were rarely irrelevant. Also, 
connections with students’ everyday lives made during discussions often resulted in 
producing a shared object between participants. 













      SHARED 
      OBJECT  
Time Episodes Connections with everyday life
Min f M f M f f
Focused 145 20 0.7 14 1.8 36 10+ / 10-
Individually focused 190 16 4.4 71 3.4 55 1+ / 15-





7.4.2 Multiple tool-use and interaction 
The plan involving one big round table (where the new utensils and ingredients were 
collected for the students) did not work out. The students were interested in the utensils and 
ingredients and they wanted to touch, smell or taste them but they could not listen at the same 
time (participants’ actions had individually focused objects). Furthermore, if there were too 
many of these concrete tools, or they were used at the same time, it sometimes seemed to be 
confusing for the immigrant students (concrete tools in isolation). 
If the teacher used difficult psychological tools (confusing terminology), the students lost 
interest and started to do something else. This caused restlessness for the most part, but other 
disturbances as well. One reason why the students were not interested in the subject matter 
during the theory sequences might be that they were too anxious to start the practical work. 
Why did the participants focus on the same object during the demonstration? Why did the 
students not understand what the teacher said when she tried to explain the recipes or working 
procedures without a demonstration? The concepts the teacher used were probably too 
difficult or her language and recipe used included too many unfamiliar words and signs for 
the students. During the demonstration the teacher directed the students’ interest with concrete 
tools (cutting board, knife, onion) and action (chopping an onion). Even though the students 
could not always follow the language used they were able to understand what the teacher 
meant with the help of the concrete tools. When the teacher took e.g. broiler pieces and started 
to explain deboning with those or when she show how to fry a pancake in a frying pan, the 
students listened very carefully. Sometimes, when the students did not understand what she 
tried to explain (such as how to cover an oven dish with pastry) she realized that a 
demonstration was the best way to explain. Guided action (deboning a broiler or frying a 
pancake) together with concrete tools (frying pan) and the teacher’s verbal instructions 
(psychological tools) somehow directed the student’s interest and mediated their response. 
With the help of the teacher’s instructions and the use of material tools, the students 
understood what to do and how to do it. 
The episodes presented showed that the teacher’s tool-use was sometimes unclear or 
confusing to the students. The teacher’s language as a psychological tool was sometimes too 
difficult, or the symbolic tools were unclear, which resulted in the students not being able to 
follow the working procedures, pose questions or find the connection with their everyday 
lives (even if connections in some cases existed) or with the practical sequence that followed. 
If the material and psychological tools were used at the same time, however, (during the 
demonstration) the students were able to follow the teacher’s instructions. The use of material 
tools carries the meaning of the used tools with them (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 33) and this 
facilitates understanding. Furthermore, if the psychological tools are confusing (because of 
linguistic problems) material tools facilitate understanding in multicultural groups. One 
concrete example of this is the preparation of yeast dough. If the teacher uses only verbal 
instructions the idea of preparation may be confusing because of the language problems of 
immigrant students. If the teacher discusses the preparation of yeast dough with the utensils 
and ingredients needed, the result is more understandable, which facilitates the work in 
practice. Also, tool-use can be applied and further developed after the tool was invented (for 
instance, it is possible to use knife in many purposes that were not obvious when a knife 
invented) (Hakkarainen, Lonka, Lipponen, 2004, p. 152; Vygotsky 1978, p. 50). When 
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material tools are included in instructional discussion in home economics (such as when 
going through a recipe) the tools may express the idea of the work phase. 
Puonti (2004) classified tools as vertical and horizontal. Hierarchical or top-down tools 
are vertical tools (typical for hierarchies; ensures similar use across contexts) and difficult to 
use in collaboration. Meanwhile, horizontal tools are typical for networks, and use may 
diverge in different contexts; they are easy to use in collaboration. In this study, the teacher 
used mostly vertically oriented tools. The episodes included many recipes and books used 
without adapting the subject matter to different contexts. Vertical tools are useful, but it is 
fruitful to add so-called horizontally oriented tools in collaborative situations. The idea of 
seeing the subject matter of home economics in different contexts (examples from the 
students’ everyday lives) facilitates the understanding of difficult concepts in home 
economics. As the examples of the episodes in the data including demonstrations indicated, 
the use of both psychological and material tools supported understanding of subject area. Also 
the planned script was actualized if the subjects discussed during the demonstration were 
connected with students’ everyday lives. 
The students in this data had difficulties with symbolic artifacts. As Kozulin (1998) puts 
it: Symbolic artifacts have culturally dependent meaning and purpose so it is possible that 
those are not understood outside the cultural convention. In order to achieve a tool’s 
instrumental function the meaning of symbolic tools needs to be mediated to learners. How 
culturally dependent is the whole structure/script of home economics lessons? Is it possible 
that learning and teaching methods as well as the study structure and content area are 
culturally dependent and affect learning situations during lessons? This will be discussed 
more in Chapter 8. 
7.4.3 Collaboration and peerwork 
“Research has shown that interaction with adults and collaboration amongst peers can 
provide important opportunities for children’s learning and cognitive development” (Mercer 
& Littleton, 2007, p. 21). In this study and in the home economics classroom in general, 
where the students work in small groups, there are many possibilities for peer tutoring and 
peer collaboration. All the practical sequences of this study were full of peer interaction 
situations in which the students had a shared task and they tried to produce something 
together. Sometimes the tasks were too difficult and the students needed an adult’s help in 
order to finish them. In such classroom situations it is helpful for the teacher if the students 
help each other; i.e. more knowledgeable peers tutor others, but the adult’s role is markedly 
important as well. 
Forman and Cazden (1985) comment on Vygotsky’s writings by accentuating the 
importance of instruction in development. They argue that instead of seeing, as Vygotsky 
does, teaching as a one-to-one relationship between one adult and one child, the role of the 
student peer group should be taken into consideration. In terms of the student’s zone of 
proximal development, group presence in a classroom results in there being many zones in a 
group and children whose zones overlap only in part. 
Furthermore, Forman and Cazden (1985; 1998) expand on peer tutoring (more 
knowledgeable peers help others with, for example, filling in a workbook or editing a written 
assignment) and peer collaboration (students have a shared task and they produce something 
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that neither could have produced alone.) They argue for the importance of these peer 
relationships in the home and school contexts because institutional settings (such as the 
school) are generally adult-child (in school, teacher-child) interaction oriented. Also, at school 
the teacher-child orientation brings unreversible roles with it: It is the teacher who gives 
instructions and children who carry them out; it is the teacher who asks questions and children 
who give short answers. With peer relationships the situation is different: children can both 
give instructions and follow them, and thus reverse interactional roles. Tudge (1990) argues 
that if peer interaction is examined through the zone of proximal development, there is no 
guarantee that the meaning that is created when peers (even if one child is more 
knowledgeable than another and provides information within the less competent peer’s ZPD) 
interact will be at higher level. 
As Zuckerman (2003) writes, children express their learning initiative in the way they 
address experts. “ I do not know. I cannot do it. Show me how” are examples of the formula 
of the non-learning activity. These phrases express how the child gives an adult both the right 
and obligation to be the agent of their joint activities. Examples of the formula of the learning 
activity are “I will be able to do it if/when I learn the following,” and indicate that the student 
recognizes the limits of his/her own capacities. The episodes in this study are full of the 
students’ phrases, “I do not know, or show me.” Those reveal that the students want to have 
ready solutions from the teacher instead of trying to find the solutions themselves. According 
to Zuckerman (2003, p. 181), in contrast to the situation where the child wants an expert to set 
the goals, plan and control and evaluate his/her efforts “…the interaction with inexpert equals 
is necessary to release and develop reflective capacities in children”. Peer work, or as 
Zuckerman puts it: “a special positional10 way of interacting with the peer”, helps participants 
distribute the various points of view on the problem under discussion, and aids in 
coordinating the viewpoints produced by the group. 
7.4.4 Connections with students’ everyday lives 
According to Vygotsky (1978), pedagogical activities are essential parts of learning. At 
school, teachers, other adults or peers work together with students, the goal of these 
interactional practices being a change in students’ thinking. With this assisted learning, 
students learn to manage scientific and everyday concepts.  
The results of this study indicated that the use of multiple tools and connections with 
students’ everyday lives in the multicultural classroom promoted understanding of the subject 
area of home economics. Furthermore fewer disturbances occurred if horizontally oriented 
tools such as connections were used in learning situations. However, according to this study, 
whether vertical or horizontal tools are used, they need to be presented in such a way that 
immigrant students understand how to use them as tools.  
                                                 
10
 Peer cooperation when mastering general concepts is constructed as the joint work of children on tasks that 




The upper level of the zone of proximal development can be understood as the subject 
matter knowledge that a child is about to learn while the lower level is related to the everyday 
experience and knowledge the child already has (Hedegaard, Chaiklin and Pedraza, 2001, p. 
122). According to this study, the relation between subject matter knowledge and students’ 
everyday lives does not exist if the psychological tools used are an obstacle to understanding. 
Applying the subject matter to different contexts is helpful and supports understanding if tool-
use and the connection with other contexts is understood by the students.  
Furthermore, the teacher needs to be aware of students’ everyday lives in order to support 
such connections. Eating together solved many disciplinary problems and broke the barriers 
between students and teacher. The students seemed to wait for mealtime because it gave them 
the opportunity to eat the food they had made and talk with each other and the teacher. Even 
though the discussions during mealtime were not necessarily connected with the subject area 
of that specific day, they provided an opportunity for the teacher to learn more about her 
students lives outside school. This information could then be used in later home economics 
lessons. 
To sum up, Figure 16 illustrates the elements of successful multicultural home economics 
education according to this study. Focused actions are related to tool use. If the psychological 
and material tools used during classroom interaction were familiar to the students, the 
participants had a shared object. Also, when connections with students’ everyday life 
experiences existed, fewer disturbances occurred, but when these connections were missing, 
actions became individually focused. In addition, confusing psychological tools or lack of 
material tools caused misunderstandings and disturbances and the participants focused on 
individual objects. Interaction that included only discussion produced numerous disturbances.  
It is important to note that the above-mentioned results are applicable to home economics 
education with all students. Psychological tools used in home economics may be unclear for 
any student. Practical work during the home economics lesson is so challenging that effective 
peer work is helpful in any case.  
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8 CLOSING THOUGHTS  
8.1 Credibility of this study 
There is no uniform way to evaluate the credibility of qualitative research (Tynjälä, 1991, 
p. 387, Denzin & Lincoln, 2005, p. 24). The question among the researchers is where to find 
the criteria for credibility. Should it be based on a positivistic paradigm and quantitative 
methods or would it be better to evaluate credibility of qualitative research according to 
different criteria? 
Because qualitative research affects the persons studied instead of objectivistic reality, the 
criteria of evaluation need to be refocused. Terms such as credibility, transferability, 
dependability and conformability, which are used in this study, are related to such terms as 
truthfulness, adaptability, stability and neutrality. Comparable traditional criteria of evaluation 
are internal and external validity, reliability and objectivism. (Lincoln & Cuba, 1985, p. 300, 
Denzin & Lincoln, 2005, p. 24.) 
Credibility means the researcher proves that reconstructions of research members’ reality 
produced by research are equivalent to original constructions of reality (Lincoln & Guba, 
1985, p. 301). 
According to Baszanger and Dodier (2004, p. 29), in ethnographic observation “The 
observer establishes a sort of parallel between what she feels and what the people observed 
feel, or the phases they pass through. She uses a form of introspection to reveal how she 
develops new attitudes or borrows new roles. In this way, the observer has fleeting insights 
into the possible functions and meanings for the people observed, which she then tries to 
verify in the field, at which point she either recognizes their validity or rejects them.”  
Transferability of the results means how well the results are transferable to other contexts; 
that is, the similarities between the research environment and applied environment. The 
researcher should not be the only judge of the transferability of the research. The data and 
study need to be described in a way that allows a reader of the study to consider the 
application of the results to other contexts. (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 316; Guba & Lincoln, 
1989, p. 241.) 
Even if this study dealt with one relatively small group of students in a multicultural and 
heterogeneous group, some findings can be applied to other groups of students in home 
economics classrooms. This study supports the formerly studied connection between students’ 
everyday lives and school knowledge (i.e. Hedegaard, 1990, Hedegaard, Chaiklin and 
Pedraza, 2001). Bringing up the students’ everyday lives during instruction seemed to 
increase understanding of and interest towards the issues to be learned. According to this 
study, a teacher’s role has a significant influence on an immigrant student’s learning and 
behavior in a classroom. The teacher’s role as meaning maker is highlighted with a 
multicultural group of students. If s/he is able to use understandable terms and concepts and, 
with the help of demonstrations, discuss content topics with the students, there are fewer 
disturbances, and the students are able to work more independently. 
In quantitative research the reliability of the results is examined, for example, by repeating 
the survey or evaluating internal consistency by calculating the correlation coefficient. In 
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regard to Guba & Lincoln’s (1989; 1998) dependability, it may be wise to ask if in a 
qualitative study the evaluation of reliability is meaningful at all if the surrounding 
environment or phenomenon studied changes during the research process. This means that 
when the researcher evaluates dependability s/he needs to evaluate various external factors as 
well as the factors arising from the phenomenon studied or the study itself. Also, research is 
reliable if the research process is made transparent by describing the research strategy and 
data analysis methods in enough detail, and if the theoretical stance from which the 
interpretation takes place is determined accurately. (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, pp. 316–318, 
Silverman, 2006, p. 282.) 
The use of a recorder or video camera brings a new element to interaction. In a situation in 
which the ethnographic fieldwork is done over a long period of time, the research members 
get used to the researcher and research equipment. During short-term data collection this 
equipment may produce a laboratory or experimental atmosphere. Even though recorders and 
video cameras can be defined as essential parts of the study, one cannot unambiguously claim 
that they are good ways to document the data. (Saikkonen & Miettinen, 2005, p. 313, 
Bottorff, 1994, p. 245.) 
Some immigrant students have lived in Finland longer than others, which naturally affects 
students’ language skills and further understanding and assimilation of knowledge. Cultures 
between schools vary, groups of students have a different team spirit in different classes and 
teachers are different. In this study, the turnover of students during the academic year, as well 
as during the videorecording, may have affected interaction in this particular group. Also, a 
new teacher (when the former teacher’s role changed to that of researcher) may have affected 
the results of the study.  
It was not easy to change my own role in the middle of the year. The students had 
accepted me as the teacher of the class and it was almost impossible for them to understand 
why someone else was teaching in my presence. They constantly asked me what I was writing 
and what I was recording with the video camera. I had very carefully tried to explain my role 
as a researcher and the other teacher’s role as a teacher but for some reason they wanted me to 
repeat it during every session. Sometimes when the students wanted to ask something (if they 
had problems with understanding or they did not know what to do next) and the teacher was 
busy they came to ask my advice. And some of the disciplinary problems were so serious that 
I had to interfere in such situations. Afterwards, I blamed myself for interfering because at the 
same time I weakened the teacher’s authoritative position. 
Immigrant students behave in the same way as students of the dominant culture. That is, 
that sometimes the students are simply not interested in the subject area even though they 
understand the teacher’s language. This lack of interest may cause some side effects (in this 
data some of the students disturbed other students.) Also, the time of the sessions may have 
had some effects on the results. The lessons were the last ones on Friday afternoon, which 
may have affected the students’ alertness and concentration.  
Lincoln and Guba (1985, pp. 318–319) change neutrality of quantitative research to 
conformability, which means that various techniques are used to assure the applicability and 
truthfulness of the study. Silverman (2006, p. 291) argues for comparing multiple methods to 
ensure validation of qualitative data. 
In this study, I spent one academic year with immigrant students. My role was that of 
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teacher and researcher. I believe that the relationship between me and the students was 
confidential. We went through the whole process together. It took time to get to know the 
students little by little, and familiarize myself with the classroom, other teachers, the school 
culture and the whole environment. Although, very problematic situations occurred with the 
students, and we experienced both good and bad days together, my feeling was that at the 
same time my relationship with the students became deeper. When another teacher came to 
teach these students and I changed my role to researcher, the beginning was not easy. The 
“power-struggle” started all over again with the new teacher. However, eventually the 
situation returned to normal.  
My close relationship with the students enhanced their confidence but it may also be the 
biggest problem for the truth-value of the study. To avoid confusing my own experiences with 
the students’ experiences I tried to be reflective, and discipline and control myself, my 
reactions, feelings and emotions during the data-collection or preliminary ethnography. It was 
not easy to do because I was so “engaged.” In spite of that, when observing and analyzing the 
videotaped data, I found it easier to work as both a researcher and outsider. This was because 
I began to analyze the video recording after I had finished working in the school. 
In this study, my aspiration was to understand multicultural classroom work, both 
ethnographically by ”living together with the class” and also by videorecording and analyzing 
the interaction in the classroom. I was better able to observe teaching and learning situations 
by relinquishing my role of teacher and taking on the role of researcher. The relationships 
created during the six months of ethnographic fieldwork made it more challenging for the 
researcher than it would have been if the researcher had only observed the group. However, it 
was the ethnographic prestudy that enhanced a holistic understanding of the subject.  
The method of analyzing of the videodata made it possible to analyze the teacher’s and the 
students’ simultaneous actions in a multicultural classroom of home economics. The analysis 
of the focusedness of actions enabled a better grasp of the objects of actions or cluster of 
actions and, further, activity of the whole group. 
As mentioned, instead of reaching an absolute truth, a researcher may reach one view of 
the phenomenon. The most important issue here is not complete objectivity but the 
researcher’s trustworthiness, truthfulness, credibility and balance. This means that the reader 
of the study needs to be aware of how the researcher’s own frame of reference has affected to 
the fieldwork. Also, the research procedure needs to be documented carefully so that the 
reader of the study can evaluate its credibility. The relationship between researcher and 
research person differs depending on whether the research is quantitative or qualitative. For 
example, during participatory observation, the relationship between researcher and research 
person needs to be confidential. (Tynjälä, 1991, p. 392.) 
8.2 Developing multicultural education 
After the ethnographic fieldwork I felt that my role as a teacher was significant when 
guiding, helping and supporting the students during the lessons. Discussions with the 
immigrant students were stimulating but sometimes difficult. I had the feeling that I could not 
meet the students’ needs adequately enough. Interaction with the students was the only way to 
promote their understanding of the issues under discussion. I knew the students would bring 
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their cultural backgrounds to the multicultural classroom but it was a surprise for me how 
strongly these other cultures were present. 
The sociocultural approach offered me fruitful tools to understand life in a multicultural 
classroom. The methodology as formulated by Vygotsky and developed by Leontjev and 
Engeström guided me through this many-sided study. Vygotsky (1978) underlined the 
meaning of social and cultural experiences in relation to the learning and development of 
children. The knowledgeable adult has an essential role in learning. The theories and ideas of 
Engeström (1995; 2004), Leontjev (1981) and Goffman (1963) helped me to understand 
diverse and multifarious interaction in the home economics classroom. In the following, I will 
discuss the results of this challenging journey.  
On the basis of six months of teaching experience or two months’ video recording practice 
it is impossible to determine all the reasons for the problematic and successful encounters in 
the multicultural home economics classroom. As Liebkind and Jasinskaja-Lahti (2000b) 
argue, problems in acculturation, lack of Finnish skills, experiences of parental support of and 
commitment to traditional family values affect immigrant adolescents’ psychological well-
being. And this, naturally, affects their school work. 
Finland is in the same situation as Swizerland (Stadler, 2001), where schools are growing 
more heterogeneous while at the same time the teaching staff is explicitly homogenous. As in 
the Swiss system, the lack of understanding of cultural diversity causes problems in Finnish 
schools. If acculturation were as black and white as Berry’s model (1997) shows, it would be 
easier to deal with all the challenging situations in the school world. As Liebkind (2001) 
pointed out, acculturation is not as simple as the answers to Berry’s questions. Immigrant 
students need to be supported during acculturation, when they are reforming their ethnic and 
cultural identities. 
In a classroom situation it is impossible for a teacher to work with all adolescents’ 
individualities. As Hedegaard (1990) notes, children’s individualities have common features. 
According to her, although each child is unique, children obviously share common traits with 
other children. In their teaching experiment, they used the zone of proximal development 
(ZPD) as a tool for class instruction. In that experiment, they had made their class work 
actively as a whole through class dialogue, group work, and task solutions. The situation 
differed from traditional instruction in that the children were constantly and deliberately 
forced to act. Practical activities were an important part of the experiment. 
We can now turn to a discussion of the sociocultural approach and Vygotsky’s theory of 
zone of proximal development as related to this study.  
8.3 Sociocultural approach and interaction in the multicultural home economics 
classroom 
The key principle of ZPD is the difference between the actual level of development and 
the proximal level of development. It can be seen as a conceptual tool with which educators 
can understand aspects of students’ emerging capacities. (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006, p. 267; 
Wertsch, 1991, p. 28.) 
How can one differentiate Vygotsky’s concept of zone of proximal development from any 
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instructional technique that, together with an adult’s help, systematically guides children? The 
major difference, according to Vygotsky, is the context in which the interaction takes place 
(Tudge, 1990, p. 156).  
In this study, interaction in a multicultural home economics classroom included 
ingredients for the students’ work on their ZPD. During demonstration situations or other 
interaction situations, when the students brought their everyday lives to the discussion, the 
teacher was able to understand at least “the seeds” of the students’ actual level of 
development and apply the subject area of home economics or task under discussion to 
guiding the students’ cognitive growth. Also, the results of this study, as considered through 
ZPD, offer the ingredients of fruitful multicultural home economics education. 
Teachers need to see the difference between the level of actual performance and the 
learning potential of the student. Together with assisted performance (with teacher, other 
adult or peer) students learn concepts that they could not learn by themselves. The goal of this 
assisted learning situation is to change the child’s ZPD to the zone of the actual development. 
(Kozulin, 2003, pp. 17–19.) 
The key issues of ZPD are collaboration, work with a knowledgeable adult or peer, and 
cultural background. All these “parts” are present in this study. In the home economics 
classroom all activities are based on interaction and collaboration between the students and 
teacher or between the students. Educational situations involving a child and knowledgeable 
adult or peer are part of everyday life in every school. Curricular goals, the teacher’s 
educational and other background, and practices used in schools are deeply connected to the 
cultural background of a particular country. The students’ own cultural background is also 
present. The question is, how well is the students’ background used in the school context?  
In home economics lessons this assisted performance with another student could work as a 
“life saver” for the teacher. The students work in small groups, and some of them are more 
knowledgeable than others in different situations. This type of collaboration during classroom 
work could help the teacher avoid difficult situations such as we saw in some of the practical 
sequences in this study. If they are working with a knowledgeable peer, all the students do not 
need to share one teacher’s time and energy at the same time. 
A child needs mediating agents to achieve higher mental processes. Interaction with 
another human being (for example, the teacher) can help children to understand new terms 
and concepts in a formal school setting. At school teachers work as human mediators, while 
various symbols, signs and writings can work as symbolic mediators. As this study also 
indicates these symbolic mediators may remain useless (students do not understand how to 
use them as tools, or a shared tool) if teachers do not help students to understand their 
meaning as cognitive tools. (Kozulin, 1998, pp. 61–62; Moll & Greenberg, 1990, p.30.) 
In Vygotsky’s words, psychological tools lead children from natural processes to higher 
mental processes. Language (as an example of a psychological tool) and words include 
meanings that mature members of a cultural group transfer to the young members of the group 
during the process of interaction (Tudge, 1990, p. 157). 
As illustrated with the episodes in the data, if interaction between immigrant students and 
teacher is to be fruitful, the language and concepts used need to be clear and understandable to 
the students. The teacher’s work as human mediator is significant in the multicultural 
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classroom. She needs “to open up” the meanings of symbols, signs and writings so that the 
students can use them as tools during classroom work. 
The idea of horizontal tool-use, in which the subject matters of home economics are seen 
in different contexts, supports this idea. Vertical tool-use is needed for concept formation, but 
the students in this study followed the educational discussion and brought their own ideas into 
the discussion when horizontal tools were used. According to this data, purely vertical tools 
together with symbolic tools during the theory sequences resulted in students asking the 
teacher numerous questions during the practical sequences. 
In this study, material tools are significant. The home economics classroom is full of 
material tools and their use facilitates immigrant students’ understanding. Immigrant students 
may have learned to use the same kind of utensils at home. If a utensil is used during the 
home economics lesson in a different situation with a new kind of recipe it may cause 
confusion. It may be easier for the student to understand its use if it is presented together with 
written material. Also, even if the utensil used is not familiar to an immigrant student, 
presenting a material tool together with a verbal message helps him/her to perceive the 
instrumental aspect of it. 
From Vygotsky’s point of view, cultural difference is associated with the presence of an 
alternative system of psychological tools leading to the specific development of cultural 
psychological functions –for example, memory mediated by an oral tradition instead of 
written records. (Kozulin, 1998, p. 76; Kozulin, 2003, pp. 15–16.) 
According to Vygotsky (1978, p. 89), in school instruction children “elaborate socially 
available skills and knowledge that they will come to internalize”. School instruction (teacher) 
should be aware of the children’s historical and cultural setting in which they have lived or 
live in order to understand their actual level of development. This makes it possible to 
combine children’s concepts based on social practice with the concepts presented by the 
teacher in the instructional setting. The results of this study show that connections with the 
students’ everyday lives and school knowledge are fruitful in the multicultural classroom and 
these should be used more actively in home economics education. 
Transfer of learning is possible when connections between home economics education 
and immigrant students’ everyday life are created. Many different conceptualizations of 
transfer exists, but as Tuomi-Gröhn and Engeström (2003, p. 34) write: “The 
conceptualization of transfer based on sociocultural views takes into account the changing 
social situations and individual’s multidirectional movement from one organization to 
another, from home to school or from work place to school and back.” We need to remember 
that transfer of learning, especially between school and work (or home) is not easy to achieve. 
In this study, the seeds of transfer are evident if an immigrant student brings knowledge 
learned at home to the classroom context and to theoretical discussions with the teacher, and 
applies this knowledge in the new situation. 
Hedegaard and Chaiklin (2005) introduce the idea of radical-local teaching and learning: 
The simultaneous goal of radical-local teaching and learning is to develop general conceptual 
knowledge about subject-matter areas, with content that is related specifically to the 
children’s life situation. By this they do not mean that the scope of subject matter teaching 
should be limited to the knowledge and experience that children bring to school. “Rather the 
interest is to understand the dynamic relation between subject matter knowledge, life situation 
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and personal development such that general subject-matter understanding is developed 
through and in relation to children’s life situation” (Hedegaard & Chaiklin, 2005, p. 33). 
The subject area of home economics is strongly related to students’ everyday life. 
Different food habits, consumer issues and environmental issues are easily related to students’ 
own experiences and life situations. In this study, it was not planned that the teacher would 
actively try to connect the subject area with the students’ everyday lives continually. The 
students brought their own experiences to classroom discussions and the teacher every now 
and then connected the issue under discussion with the student’s home context. Connection 
with another context seemed to arouse students’ interest in the topics discussed. 
Hedegaard’s and Chaklin’s (2005) idea of radical-local teaching and learning is one 
option to developing multicultural home economics education in Finland. Moll and 
Greenberg’s (1990) idea of funds of knowledge can also be applied in classrooms. Social 
sharing of the knowledge of households' functioning was labeled as the exchange of funds of 
knowledge (Moll and Greenberg,1990, p. 322). Home economics includes content
11
 that is 
related to every student’s life situation. Furthermore, bringing up learned concepts in a 
different contexts develops horizontally-oriented tool-use during multicultural classroom 
situations. 
In order to develop horizontal tool-use during multicultural classroom teaching and 
understand students’ life situations teachers need to familiarize themselves with students’ 
home contexts. One way to do this is to have students present their everyday life situations 
with videos, pictures, photos or stories during home economics lessons. These assignments 
can be connected to the subject of home economics. Also, students’ parents could visit home 
economics lessons. Immigrant students’ experiences of the subject area discussed during 
classroom work may enlighten teachers about their students’ situation of living between 
different cultures (home culture and school culture). The teacher can then more easily build 
subject matter knowledge on the students’ everyday knowledge. As Vygotsky (1978) says, 
“this way school knowledge is understood and becomes functional and if this relation is 
successful, the child can use school learned knowledge as a tool to analyze her everyday 
practices.” 
This study analyzes interaction in the multicultural classroom by evaluating the 
participants’ (teacher and students) focusedness on the object of actions. According to 
Engeström (2004) the object is the issue or question that participants work on. Object 
orientation in an interactive situation needs to be understood if we want to understand 
interaction. In interactive situations people are connected to an object and connected with 
each other. The participants have a shared object if they follow the planned script and try to 
structure and develop it instead of simply playing their own role and caring about their own 
interests. 
                                                 
11
 Contents of home economics: Family and living together, nutrition and food culture, consumer and changing 
society, home and environment (National Core Curriculum for Basic Education, 2004). 
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In my analysis objects were individual goals, not collective objects in the same meaning 
as on the collective level (see Figure 5). The participants often had a shared object if the 
subject area was connected to their everyday life problems or issues. Everyday life examples 
helped direct the students’ interest (and learning objects) to the subject area.  
According to Feuerstein et. al. (1991), it is assumed that each culture has its own mediated 
learning experience (MLE) systems of transmission from generation to generation. Minority 
students’ learning problems may stem both from their lack of mastery of higher-order 
psychological tools and from their lack of proper MLE in either their native or their new 
culture. 
Feuerstein et. al. (1991) define the lack of mediation on the socio-cultural level as 
associated with the rejection or the breakdown of the system of cultural transmission. The 
influence of this condition on the child is twofold. The child becomes deprived of those 
devices of mediated learning which were incorporated into the traditional cultural schemas 
and rituals of his/her parents. At the same time, parents themselves often abandon or are 
forced to revoke their prerogative as mediators because their old culture is perceived as 
irrelevant, while simultaneously the new culture is not yet mastered. As a result, the child is 
left to confront the world on a “here-and-now” basis without the help of transcending devices 
of the cultural historical tradition. 
Let us return to Anna Olsoni’s 118-year-old script of home economics presented in 
Chapter 2. This old script has similarities with the script used today in home economics 
lessons. Based on this study, Olsoni’s script needs to be re-evaluated when working in 
multicultural classrooms. It may be that all scripts created are culturally dependent and in this 
way affect learning situations in a classroom. However, it is also possible to consider a new 
multiculturally oriented script based on the results of this study; this is called a practice-based 
script of home economics lessons. During the knowledge building part of this new script, the 
teacher uses multiple tools and relates the issues under discussion to students’ everyday lives. 
If the lessons are practically oriented and the teacher uses guided activating learning (such as 
demonstrations), the students are better able to follow the discussions. In this way the teacher 
produces knowledge together with the students and facilitates understanding of the concepts 
of home economics. The teacher works as a mediator of meaning while the students are able 
to pose significant questions and express their level of actual development. If the students’ 
actual level of development is perceived by the teacher s/he can create learning tasks that help 
students work on their level of proximal development. Also, horizontally-oriented tool-use 
facilitates the students’ practical work during the application part of this new script. 
According to this study, the evaluation part (the meal together) of this new script can be a 
fruitful time for the teacher to become acquainted with the students’ thoughts and ideas about 
the issues learned, as well as their lives outside school. 
This study indicates that teachers have a great impact on students in the multicultural 
classroom of home economics. As Hedegaard (1990, p. 352) puts it: “When children enter 
school, the teacher confronts them with the zone of proximal development through the tasks 
of school activity, in order to guide their process toward the stage of formal learning. These 
tasks help children acquire motives and methods for mastery of the adult world, as mediated 
by the teacher.” 
In multicultural home economics education food can work as a linkage between different 
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cultures. There is a danger that teenagers focus on differences instead of similarities when 
they try to work with each other. ”The other” might be perceived as “one of us” if similarities 
between cultures are underlined. The very same yeast bread dough is used around the world 
when pizzas, pita-breads and chapatti-breads are baked. 
If our goal is to motivate and benefit immigrant students with knowledge learned at 
school, the students’ voices and life situations need to be elicited more. This study 
concentrated on the students’ everyday life situations which they spontaneously brought up in 
discussions and interactive activities. In the future it would be interesting to study the relation 
between the everyday life of immigrant students and school knowledge and learning by 
consciously connecting their lives with home economics education. For example, 
collaboration between school subjects and teachers’ cooperation in multicultural issues could 
be one option for relating students’ everyday lives and subject contents. This could be 
illustrated with photographs and DVD records, which would help teachers widen their 
perspective and better understand the differences between the school and home cultures.  
Although this study was put into practice with a relatively small group of students, I 
believe this research will expand an understanding of multicultural classroom work and home 
economics education in general, and aid in the perception of home economics as a unique 
school subject in the upper level of comprehensive school. 
Part of home economics education in the National Core Curriculum for Basic Education 
(2004) is described as follows: “Instruction in home economics must be based on practical 
activity, learning how to act in a group, consideration of the pupil’s own starting points, and 
support for comprehensive growth. In home economics, the pupil becomes familiar with 
many issues important from the standpoint of personal well-being and good living – issues 
that deal with young people themselves, the home, the family and the connections between 
these elements and a changing society and environment.” I believe this study indicates that 
this quotation is possible to actualize in Finnish home economics education. 
Furthermore, I hope that this study will draw attention more clearly to the following effort 
mentioned in the National Core Curriculum for Basic Education (2004):”The instruction must 
also take into account the diversification of Finnish culture through the arrival of people from 
other cultures. The instruction helps to support the formation of the pupil’s own cultural 
identity, and his or her part in Finnish society and the globalizing world. The instruction also 
helps to promote tolerance and intercultural understanding.”  
The results of this dissertation can help home economics teachers to see their classrooms 
as places where they can learn with their students. I would like to feel that it does not matter 
whether the students are immigrants, whether they have blue eyes or whether they are from 
one-parent families. What matters is what and how students learn in our school system. 
Although we Finns have learned much during the past decades there are still immigrants 
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Organizing 0 6 0 5
Theory 1 70 57 9 19
Practical 329 569 5 64
Meal 1 20 7 23
Theory 2 19 16 1 9
Ending 6 3 0 9




Table 31. Themes and sequences of the data 
Time Sequence Theme Sequence Theme Sequence Theme Sequence Theme Sequence Theme Sequence Theme Sequence Theme
5 O Start O Start O Start O Start O Start O Start O Start
10 Egg Dessertdemo T1 Recipe Dairy products
15 Recipe
20 May Day
25 Oniondemo Buffet table
30 Meatloafdemo
35 Potato
40 P Ingredients Chickendemo
45 Doughdemo T1 Recipe Recipe Recipe















125 T2 Special diets P Cleaning
130 EN End EN End
Sequence: Theme:




T2= Theory 2 sequence
EN= Ending sequence
Session 3 / March 26th Session 4 / April 2nd Session 5 / April 16th Session 6 / April 23rd Session 7 / April 30th 
Quick doughs Special diets Ground meat/potato Easter-meal Recycling-day Consumer-day May Day






















































































EN Exam EN Last session







Table 32. Questions in sequences 
Time Sequence Questions Sequence Questions Sequence Questions Sequence Questions Sequence Questions Sequence Questions Sequence Questions
























125 T2 0(2) P _
130 EN _ EN 3(1)
Sequence: Questions: 
O = Organizing sequence Number of questions that the students posed to teacher during the sequences.
T1= Theory sequence Type of questions:
P= Practical sequence 0 Student asks something beside the point
M= Meal sequence 1a Student does not understand the recipe
T2= Theory 2 sequence 1b Student does not understand what to do
EN= Ending sequence 1c Student does not find something
2 The student makes sure s/he understood properly
3 The student asks for more information
Session 7
April 30th 
























































































































Table 33. Disturbances in sequences in the data 
Time Sequence Disturbances Sequence Disturbances Sequence Disturbances Sequence Disturbances Sequence Disturbances Sequence Disturbances Sequence Disturbances
5 O - O - O - O - O - O - O -






40 P R (1) R (2), DU (1)
















125 T2 R (1) P -
130 EN R (1) EN -
Sequence: Disturbances: Types of disturbances and the amounts of different disturbances during the sequences
O = Organizing sequence Types of disturbances:
T1= Theory sequence DU = Difficulties in understanding
P= Practical sequence DG= Disagreements
M= Meal sequence O = Objection
















































































EN - EN R (2)
T2
O(2)




This table illustrates how episodes of the sessions are divided according to focusedness of actions 
Table 34. Focusedness of actions.  
Session 1 / March 12th Session 2 / March 19th Session 3 / March 26th Session 4 / April 2nd Session 5 / April 16th Session 6 / April 23rd Session 7 / April 30th 
Time Theme Episode Sequence Theme Episode Sequence Theme Episode Sequence Theme Episode Sequence Theme Episode Sequence Theme Episode Sequence Theme Episode Sequence
5 Start F O Start F O Start Start O Start F O Start O Start F O
10 Egg Dessertdemo Recipe IF T1 Dairy products
15 Recipe IF
20 May Day GF
25 Oniondemo Buffet table F
30 Meatloafdemo F
35 Potato IF
40 Ingredients F P Chickendemo F
45 Doughdemo F Recipe IF T1 Recipe IF Recipe IF
50 Meat balls Sauce
55 (batter) Thickening
60












125 Special diets IF T2 Cleaning P
130 End F EN End EN
Episode: Sequence: Theme:
F=Participants have focused on the same action O = Organizing sequence Different themes during the Session 
IF = Participants have focused on individual actions T1= Theory sequence





Next w eek F EN F End F EN
P








































































































Table 35. Connections to students’ everyday lives 
 
 
Session 1 / March 12th Session 2 / March 19th Session 3 / March 26th Session 4 / April 2nd Session 5 / April 16th Session 6 / April 23rd Session 7 / April 30th 
Time Episode Everydaylife Sequence Episode Everydaylife Sequence Episode Everydaylife Sequence Episode Everydaylife Sequence Episode Everydaylife Sequence Episode Everydaylife Sequence Episode Everydaylife Sequence
5 F - O F - O O O F - O - O F - O






40 F - P F B
















125 IF - T2 P
130 F - EN EN
Everyday life: Sequence: Episodes:
Minus (-) = Episode does not include connections to students' everyday lives O = Organizing sequence F=Participants have focused on the same action
Everyday life connections: T1= Theory sequence IF = Participants have focused on individual actions
A) Students' experiences at home (related to food, home making, parents, siblings) P= Practical sequence GF= Participants have group focused actions
B) Students' as consumers (related to shopping,spending,recycling) M= Meal sequence





















































































Table 36. Teacher’s pedagogical tools 
 
Session 1 / March 12th Session 2 / March 19th Session 3 / March 26th Session 4 / April 2nd Session 5 / April 16th Session 6 / April 23rd Session 7 / April 30th 
Time Episode Tool Sequence Episode Tool Sequence Episode Tool Sequence Episode Tool Sequence Episode Tool Sequence Episode Tool Sequence Episode Tool Sequence
5 F V,Di O F V,Di O V,Di O O F V,Di O O F V,Di O
10 IF V,R T1
15 IF V,R
20 GF Di
25 D,Di F Di
30 F D
35 IF V,Di
40 F V P F D
















125 IF V,PA T2 P
130 F V EN EN
Teacher's tool: Sequence: Episode:
D = Demonstration O = Organizing sequence F=Participants have focused on the same action
ID = Individual demonstration T1= Theory sequence IF = Participants have focused on individual actions
V= Verbal instructions P= Practical sequence GF= Participants have group focused actions
Di = Instructional discussion M= Meal sequence
PR = Going through recipe during the practical work T2= Theory 2 sequence
AA = Activating assignments EN= Ending sequence
PA = Paper assignments
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